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ABSTRACT  
Organizations in Jordan have invested heavily in employee training. However, these 
training efforts may not be as effective. One area of particular interest is learning transfer, or the 
extent to which learning from training is applied on the job. Recent research efforts have led to 
the development of the Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI), the only valid and reliable 
measure of key transfer system factors. This study validated the constructs of the LTSI for use in 
Jordan. By doing so, HRD practitioners in Jordan can use such instrument to diagnose early 
problems with learning transfer, the key to training effectiveness and individual performance.  
The LTSI was translated through a rigorous cross-cultural translation process which 
involved forward and back translations, pilot testing, and the establishment of equivalency using 
objective measures of evaluation. The ALTSI was administered to 500 employees employed by 
28 public and private sector organizations operating in Jordan who have attended nine different 
types of training. Responses were received from 450 employees with a response rate of 90%.  
The results showed that 18 factors were valid for use in Jordan.  The reliabilities of these factors 
ranged from .70 to .87 with the exception of three factors.  
The study also investigated the perceptions of transfer system characteristics across 
selected individual variables (gender, age, levels of education, and years of experience) and 
situational variables (types of training, choice of training, sector of the organization, and task of 
the organization). The results suggested that the learning transfer system perceptions differed 
across the individual variables (except for gender and age) and the situational variables. Private 
organizations and the technical sector appeared to have the strongest transfer system.  Moreover, 
employees were more prone toward voluntary training.  
 xii
Finally, the study established the relationship between the learning transfer system 
domain and the organizational learning domain, thus expanding their nomological network. The 
learning transfer systems explained a significant portion of the total variance in each measure of 
organizational learning. Results suggested that higher levels of learning transfer were associated 
with higher levels of organizational learning.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
The present study is exploratory in nature with the primary purpose of validating and 
constructing an Arabic version of the Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) for use in the 
country of Jordan and other Arabic-speaking countries. The LTSI is used as an evaluation and 
diagnostic tool to uncover the factors that affect transfer of learning in organizations. This in turn 
is expected to result in effective training and improved individual and organizational 
performance.  The LTSI was chosen because it is a theoretically and psychometrically sound 
instrument that has shown evidence of cross-cultural factor validity. The LTSI has been 
translated and used in two different cultural contexts. It has been used in organizations in Taiwan 
(Chen, 2003) and Thailand (Yamnill, 2001). Moreover, the LTSI was tested with over 5000 
subjects in the United States (U. S.) and has shown evidence of reliability as well as construct 
validity, criterion validity, convergent validity, and divergent validity (Bates, 1997; Bates, 2001; 
Bates, Holton, Seyler, & Carvalho, 2000; Bookter, 1999; Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000; Holton, 
Bates, Seyler, & Carvalho, 1997; Ruona, Leimbach, Holton, & Bates, 1999; Seyler, Holton, 
Bates, Burnett, & Carvalho, 1998). Validation of the LTSI in this study will advance learning 
transfer research in Jordan and other Arabic speaking countries where such research is almost 
non-existent. With an Arabic version of the LTSI, organizations in these countries will be able to 
diagnose early problems with learning transfer which can provides us with important insights 
into potential catalysts and barriers to training effectiveness. Understanding and improving 
training will ultimately advance organizational performance, the driving engine for the economy 
of Jordan. 
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Rationale for the Study 
The world has become a globalized economic system, where countries with high levels of 
technology, finance, and information have more advantages in controlling the different sources 
of human capital, raw materials, and product development and distribution. Jordan, a small but 
strategic country, is plugged into the world economic system by privatizing its economy to 
attract foreign investments and is pursuing further steps in developing human capital in both 
private and public sectors (Central Bank of Jordan, 1994). It is doing so by strengthening and 
improving the education system, and establishing various institutions within the country for the 
sole purpose of employee training in various fields and disciplines, including vocational, trade, 
agricultural, education, technological, and other professional careers. Human Resource 
Development (HRD) in Jordan leads to the economic development of the whole nation and plays 
an essential role in the development of the countries surrounding Jordan (Central Bank of Jordan, 
1994).   
In Jordan, the HRD process operates within the domains of economic, social, political, 
and cultural values. It is concerned with developing and nurturing the workforce supply elements 
(i. e., all levels of formal and non-formal education systems, technical and vocational workers, 
dropouts, expatriate workers, and repatriate workers) and competency upgrading, performance 
improvement, and professional mobility and advancement. It strives to develop and nurture the 
workforce demand elements (i. e., adaptation to local, regional, and international labor market 
needs due to social and economic changes) while taking into consideration the various 
technological needs of the nation, such as information systems and data bases, to better link 
supply and demand elements. The HRD profession in Jordan also strives to be a knowledge-
driven profession as evidenced by its efforts to link practice with research (Masri, 1998). 
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HRD has played an important role in maintaining a stable economic status for Jordan 
during the Gulf War crises (Neff, Wall, & Reynolds, 1992), which dramatically affected its 
neighboring countries. Jordan is determined to integrate its economy with the rest of the world 
and realizes that the competence and performance of the private sector is the engine behind such 
a move. To this end, Jordan has taken positive steps toward gaining a free trade agreement with 
the World Trade Organization (Business & Investment in Jordan, 1995) and has entered into a 
free trade treaty with the U.S. (Jordan Economics, 2001).  
Jordanian organizations, like organizations throughout the Middle East, have invested 
heavily in the training and development of their employees. For example, organizations in the 
Middle East spend more than twice on training per employee ($783) than do organizations in 
Latin America ($311). This level of investment per employee is also substantially higher than the 
overall world average ($630) (ASTD, 2002). It is expected that Jordanian organizations 
(compared to other organizations operating in the Middle East region) invest the most in 
employee training because of the skills and expertise of its professional and blue-collar 
workforce. For example, Jordan exports more than 300, 000 skilled, highly educated workers to 
neighboring Arab countries (Masri, 1998).  In short, Jordanian organizations – as with U. S. 
organizations – see investment in training activities as critical for continuously improving 
individual job performance and overall organizational success. 
Jordan, however, may not be immune to the ‘transfer problem’- or the discrepancy 
between what is learned in training and the extent to which that learning is ultimately used on the 
job – that has plagued many organizations in the U.S. and elsewhere. Many (Holton et al., 2000; 
Holton et al., 1997) believe that much of the discrepancy between learning and application can 
be attributed to a lack in the ability to assess, measure, diagnose, and understand the complex set 
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of factors that make up learning transfer systems. However, little research on training 
effectiveness has been undertaken in Jordan. Ability to assess transfer and transfer-related factors 
would provide more complete understanding of training effectiveness in Jordanian organizations.  
Accurate assessment is critical if organizations are to realize the full benefit from training 
investments. Finally, the development of a well-validated set of transfer scales is a key 
requirement. To date, however, no such measurement tools exist for countries and cultures 
outside the U. S.   
The validation of the LTSI in Jordan will provide organizations in the Middle East with a 
tool that can improve training effectiveness by identifying the system of variables which 
influence the transfer of learning from the training environment to the work environment.   
Researchers from the School of Human Resource Education at Louisiana State University have 
developed and tested the LTSI, currently the only validated instrument available that measures a 
comprehensive set of learning transfer system factors.   
Description of the LTSI 
The LTSI can be used in multiple ways to improve training transfer in organizations.  
According to Holton et al. (2000), the LTSI can be used before training as a diagnostic tool to 
discover unknown and potential transfer problems and identify leverage points for change. It can 
be used as an evaluative tool following training to obtain additional information about why a 
training program did or did not work. The LTSI is also valuable as a diagnostic tool for 
investigating known transfer of training problems; as a means for targeting interventions 
designed to enhance transfer; as a mechanism for incorporating evaluation of transfer into 
regular employee assessments; and as an assessment tool to identify knowledge and skills needed 
by supervisors and trainers to support learning transfer. In particular, the LTSI can help us 
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identify the factors that contribute to the success of training transfer and further identify potential 
weaknesses in a particular work setting that have contributed to the failure of training. 
The LTSI was developed by Holton and Bates (2002) and it is based on the Conceptual 
Evaluation and Measurement Model of Learning Transfer developed by Holton (1996). The 
LTSI includes 16 constructs that influence transfer. These 16 constructs represent two distinct 
domains. The training specific realm, with 11 constructs, includes constructs believed to 
influence a specific training session or intervention (program-specific). These include: learner 
readiness, motivation to transfer learning, personal outcomes-positive, personal outcomes-
negative, personal capacity for transfer, peer support, supervisor/manager support, 
supervisor/manager sanctions, perceived content validity, transfer design, and opportunity to use 
learning. The second domain includes more general, less program-specific factors that may 
influence any or all types of training being conducted. These factors include transfer of effort-
performance expectations, performance-outcomes expectations, resistance/openness to change, 
performance self-efficacy and feedback/performance coaching. 
Importance of the Study 
The present study will extend previous research done with the LTSI by conducting a 
cross-cultural validation of an Arabic version of the LTSI (ALTSI) in Jordan and exploring how 
the constructs measured by the ALTSI vary across organizations and are associated with other 
factors. This research is important because creating an Arabic version of the LTSI will enable 
researchers in Jordan to investigate the factors that influence transfer and to more fully evaluate 
the effectiveness of training. It is hoped that research such as this will draw attention to the 
importance of transfer in the viability of organizations and the economy as a whole in Jordan and 
spur greater intent and effort in understanding training effectiveness. For example, a cross-
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culturally validated set of transfer system scales with known or acceptable psychometric qualities 
will facilitate meaningful study of learning transfer in organizations working in Arabic cultures, 
and will help those organizations assess transfer systems, develop interventions to enhance 
learning transfer, and ultimately improve organizational performance. In addition, a validated 
ALTSI scale will facilitate the study of learning transfer across cultures and the cross-
organizational comparisons of learning transfer systems.    
Problem Statement 
Jordan and other Middle Eastern countries are investing heavily in employee training.  
This training is expected to improve both individual and organizational performance. It will not 
do so, however, unless what is learned in training is used on the job. Unfortunately, virtually no 
research in Jordan or the Middle East has been directed at understanding and improving learning 
transfer systems. Improving the learning transfer systems in organizations in Jordan requires the 
ability to accurately measure and diagnose the strengths and weaknesses of those systems. To 
date, no such measurement tool exists. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to develop a valid 
and reliable Arabic version of the LTSI for use in Jordan.    
Research Questions 
 The present study will address the following research questions: 
1. Will exploratory factor analysis of the ALTSI result in an interpretable factor structure 
consistent with the original LTSI factor structure? 
2. Do individual perceptions of all the ALTSI factors differ systematically across participant 
demographic characteristics including gender, age, level of education, and years of 
experience in the current organization? 
 7
3. Do individual perceptions of all the ALTSI factors differ systematically across types of 
training, choice of training, sector of the organization (public vs. private), and task of the 
organization (e.g., manufacturing, high-tech, banking, and insurance)? 
4.  Do learning transfer system factors explain a significant portion of the variance in 
organizational learning characteristics in Jordanian organizations?  This research question 
included two types of analyses: 
(a) Do learning transfer system factors explain a significant portion of the variance in 
an overall measure of organizational learning? 
(b) Do learning transfer system factors explain a significant portion of the variance in 
individual facets of organizational learning including knowledge indeterminancy, 
learning latitude, organizational unity, and innovation? 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The literature review for this study is organized in five sections. The first section 
discusses literature on training transfer, types of transfer and factors affecting transfer. The 
second section reviews the development of the LTSI. The third section discusses the validation 
studies pertaining to the LTSI. The fourth section discusses the relationship between learning 
transfer and organizational learning. The final section reviews cross-cultural materials for 
translation and methods of translation.    
Training-Learning Transfer in the Workplace 
The literature has used various terms besides learning transfer, such as “transfer” and 
“training transfer”, to conceptualize the same meaning. Learning transfer is defined as the degree 
to which trainees effectively transfer and apply the Knowledge, Skills, and Attitudes (KSAs) 
gained in the training environment to the work environment (Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992).  
Learning transfer in the work place is concerned with how organizational members apply, 
generalize, and maintain work-related behavior changes that result from training. Transfer of 
training takes place whenever learned KSAs affect job performance.   
Training transfer is an important area of research in human resource and leadership 
development because, in the global economy, an organization’s investment in training activities 
are aimed at improving employee job performance, and represents an enormous financial 
expenditure.  In the U.S. alone, organizations spend more than $400 billion on employee training 
(Holton et al., 1997). However, despite this high level of expenditure, only about 10% is 
projected to payoff in improved work performance resulting from the transfer of learning to the 
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job (Garavaglia, 1993). This issue of lack of transfer has encouraged HRD professionals and 
scholars to investigate the reasons behind such a discrepancy. 
Types of Transfer 
The issue of learning transfer is complex and multidimensional in nature. The literature 
suggested different types of transfer. For example “transfer distance”, a concept suggested by 
Laker (1990) refers to “near transfer” and “far transfer”. When a trainee applies what is learned 
from training to job situations similar to the training content, it is called near transfer, while if 
trainees apply what is learned to job situations different from the training content, then it is 
called far transfer. According to Holton and Baldwin (2000) near transfer represent short term 
results (our primary concern) while far transfer refers to long term transfer similar to 
generalization of learning construct suggested by Baldwin and Ford (1988). Transfer can also be 
classified as positive (facilitating job performance) and negative (inhibiting job performance) 
(Cormier & Hagman, 1987). Moreover, Royer (1979) characterized transfer as specific and non-
specific, literal and figural.  Specific transfer refers to a situation where there is a clear similarity 
between stimulus in the original learning and stimulus elements in the transfer learning (content 
dependent). The learner then will have the ability to detect those shared elements and will 
therefore lead to quicker acquisition of the transfer task. In nonspecific transfer, shared elements 
do not exist (content independent). Literal transfer involves transferring intact skill to a new 
learning task, while figural transfer involves using our own thinking as a tool to think about 
problems or learning about a particular issue.    
Other types of generalization such as vertical and lateral transfer are equally important in 
understanding the transfer process. According to Gagne (1970), vertical transfer occurs when a 
skill contributes to the acquisition of another skill or knowledge (e.g., performance of a task at a 
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more advanced level of complexity than the task learned). Lateral transfer is defined as “a kind 
of generalization that spreads over a broad set of situations at roughly the same level of 
complexity” (p. 231). Finally, transfer is seen as having elements of time such as the 
differentiation between initiating transfer (the trainee first attempts to apply learning) and 
maintenance of transfer (persistence of trainees in applying learning) (Laker, 1990). 
The distinction between these types of transfer characterizes the multidimensional nature 
of transfer and has several implications for understanding the transfer process. For example, 
training that emphasizes the acquisition of specific technical skills applicable to the job are more 
concerned with near transfer (Laker, 1990). The design for this type of training may be 
behavioral in nature and the degree of transfer may be more influenced by system factors (e.g., 
similarity of task between the training environment and the work environment) rather than 
personal factors such as motivation. However, management development training may 
emphasize far transfer because such training depends on interpersonal interactions, and it is more 
a function of personal factors rather than system factors. Therefore, variations in training content 
and training objectives influence which dimensions of transfer will be emphasized, all of which 
can network with a broad range of other variables (e.g., environment factors, motivation factors) 
to affect training outcomes. 
Factors Affecting Training Transfer 
There has been a plethora of research on the factors that influence the transfer process.  A 
comprehensive study by Baldwin and Ford (1988) reviewed previous literature on learning 
transfer and proposed that learning transfer is a function of three general factors. These factors 
included training design (learning principles, training sequencing, and training content validity), 
trainee characteristics (ability, motivation, and personality) and the work environment 
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(supervisor and peer support, and the opportunity to apply learned skills on the job) all of which 
influence an individual’s ability to maintain and generalize their learned behavior on the job.       
Indeed, training transfer is complex and is influenced by a variety of factors both in a 
direct and indirect ways. Despite this belief, much of the transfer research has focused on 
studying only specific factors that influence transfer of training rather than studying a whole set 
of factors in combination. For example, Matheieu and Zajac (1990) found that trainees who had 
high levels of motivation performed at higher rates and learned more than those trainees who had 
lower levels of motivation. Ford, Quinones, Sego, and Sorra (1992) found a positive correlation 
between the trainee’s level of self-efficacy and transfer and job performance.  Xiao (1996) found 
that supervisor support explained significant partial variance in self-reported measures of 
learning transfer. Finally, Gielen (1995) found that the trainee’s self-efficacy and supervisory 
support accounted for 23% of the variance in the opportunity to perform.    
Other researchers, however, believe that a systems view of training transfer is a more 
useful approach because of the importance of examining a variety of factors that interact together 
to influence training transfer (Kozlowski & Salas, 1997; Mathieu, Martineau, & Tannenbaum, 
1993). For example, Holton et al. (2000) conceptualized a model of training transfer (see Figure 
1), which included a whole set of transfer factors.  The conceptual transfer model recognizes that 
transfer is influenced by a system of factors (the learning transfer system). This system includes 
factors such as interpersonal support for transfer, reward systems, personal characteristics, 
motivational influences, and training design elements. HRD practitioners and researchers 
wishing to improve learning transfer must be able to diagnose and study this system of factors. 
To date, the only valid and reliable instrument that measures a comprehensive set of learning 
transfer was developed by Holton and Bates (2002). The instrument was named the LTSI, and it 
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has been widely used across different organizations and training types, and has proven to be 
valid and reliable in diagnosing training transfer. 
 
 
 
  
 
  
 
 
    
  
 
  
 
 
 
The above model recognizes that learning, individual performance, and organizational 
performance are primary outcomes of training. Individuals are expected to acquire learning 
during training. This learning is expected to improve performance on both the individual and 
organizational levels. Within this model, three classes of factors are believed to be the primary 
variables that interact to affect the transfer of learning from the training environment to the work 
environment. These factors are ability of trainees to use KSAs in the job setting, motivation to 
use KSAs, and work environment supporting use of KSAs. The model also includes secondary 
Secondary 
Influences 
Motivation 
Environment 
Outcomes 
Ability 
Learning Individual 
performance 
Organizational 
performance 
Feedback 
Peer support 
Supervisor support 
Openness to change 
Personal outcomes-positive 
Personal outcomes negative 
Supervisor sanctions  
Motivation to transfer 
Transfer effort --- performance 
Performance --- outcomes 
Content validity 
Transfer design 
Personal capacity for transfer 
Opportunity to use 
Performance self-efficacy 
Learner readiness 
Figure 1. Conceptual Model of Instrument Constructs   
Note. From “Development of a generalized learning transfer system inventory,” by E. F. Holton III, R. A. Bates, & 
W. E. A. Ruona, 2000, Human Resource Development Quarterly, 11, p. 339. 
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influences (trainee characteristics) that affect learning transfer through their influence on 
motivation.  This model will be used as a framework in reviewing training literature on factors 
influencing training transfer. 
Environmental Factors.    
A review of current training literature (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Bunch, 2001; Ford, 
Kozlowski, Kraiger, Salas, & Teachout, 1997; Kozlowski & Hults, 1987; Richman-Hirsch, 2001; 
Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Tracey, Tannenbaum & Kavanagh, 1995) suggests that work 
environments can have a powerful impact on the extent to which newly acquired KSAs are used 
on the job. In general, research suggests that a post-training environment can either encourage or 
discourage the application of newly acquired skills on the job (Richman-Hirsch, 2001). The more 
positive the organizational transfer climate (e.g., more supportive context, especially from 
supervisors in the form of reinforcement and feedback), the more likely the employees will use 
the skills on the job (Richman-Hirsch, 2001; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993). The more negative the 
organizational transfer climate (e.g., task constraints), the less likely trainees will be motivated to 
transfer and apply learned KSAs on the job (Noe & Schmitt, 1986).   
Characteristics of the work environment including the level and type of support 
(supervisory and peer support) (Ford & Quinones, 1992; Quinones & Ford, 1995) have been 
recognized as some of the most important work environment factors influencing the transfer 
process. Researchers have recognized the importance of the supervisor’s role in training transfer, 
and have classified it as the most influential variable (Xiao, 1996) because “most employees 
work hard to determine exactly what their boss expects and then strive to meet those 
expectations” (Georgenson, 1982, p. 75). Moreover, supervisor support can be classified as 
either supportive or non-supportive. Holton et al. (2000, 1997) suggest there are occasions in 
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which supervisors actively oppose employee use of new learning.  Such behavior has been found 
to be negatively correlated with transfer. For example, Fleishman (1955) found that those 
supervisors who received training on how to be more caring of their employees were not 
successful at applying what they have learned. Follow-up interviews revealed that the reason for 
such failure was because supervisors of the trained managers were not supportive of the goals of 
the training.    
Ford et al. (1992) also found that after technical training was provided for United States 
(U. S.) Air Force aviators, trainees had different opportunities to perform what they learned on 
the job.  Further investigation revealed that supervisory and peer support had a substantial 
influence on trainees’ access to opportunities for using new learning. Xiao (1996) studied 
learning transfer in four electronic companies in China.  Organizational factors such as 
supervisor and peer support were the most influential in predicting transfer of training, 
explaining 12% of the variance in transfer. Brinkerhoff and Montesino (1995) investigated the 
influence of management support on the transfer and usage of trained skills on the job. The study 
involved 91 trainees who were divided into two groups: group 1 received management support 
while group 2 did not receive any support.  Results indicated that group 1 had higher “training 
usage” and had more positive perceptions of transfer in comparison to group 2. 
It is well documented that supervisor support is one of the most influential elements in 
training transfer (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992). It is the supervisor who 
controls transfer-related resources and who can and should provide rewards and performance 
feedback in ways to maintain learning transfer (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Kozlowski & Salas, 
1997). 
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Norms about change are another work environment factor that can influence learning 
transfer. For example, openness to change refers to the degree by which the trainees perceive 
their organization in general and their work group specifically to be open to new ideas and 
support and invest in change (Donovan, Hannigan, & Crowe, 2001). Bates et al. (2000) 
investigated the influence of support/openness to change on motivation to transfer of 73 
chemical production workers after participating in a computer-based training. The study revealed 
that change resistance correlated negatively with motivation to transfer (r = -.36, p < .01) 
implying that the higher the degree of resisting changes by the organization (management and 
work group) the lower the degree of transfer. 
In summary, the work environment can have a powerful impact on facilitating or 
inhibiting learning transfer. Some of the most influential variables in the work environment that 
influence transfer include supervisory and peer support. Supervisors can be either supportive or 
non-supportive of new learning. The supervisors also play an important role in maintaining 
learning on the job through proper rewards and prompt feedback. Finally, the environment of the 
organization that is open to new ideas and supports and invests in change may facilitate the 
transfer process. 
Motivational Factors. 
Another key factor influencing learning transfer is the motivation of trainees to transfer 
(Noe, 1986; Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992). Motivation to transfer refers to the direction, intensity, 
and persistence of effort to acquire new skills from training and apply what is learned on the job 
(Noe, 1986; Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001). Trainees’ motivation to transfer and use training is 
crucial for the effectiveness of training (Baldwin & ford, 1988; Broad & Newstrom, 1992; Ford 
& Quinones, 1992; Kozlowski & Salas, 1997; Roe, 1997). As mentioned by Noe (1986) 
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“trainees are likely to be motivated to transfer new skills to the work situation when they are 
confident in using the skills; are aware of work situations in which demonstration of the new 
skills is appropriate; perceive that job performance improvements may likely occur as a result of 
use of the new skills; and believe that the knowledge and skills emphasized in the training 
program are helpful in solving work-related problems and frequent job demands” (p. 743).   
One of the key motivational variables affecting transfer is trainees’ expectation about 
learning and learning transfer. Vroom (1964) defines expectancy as the level of effort that people 
believe will result in a particular outcome. Expectancies have been operationalized under two 
constructs: effort-performance expectancy (i. e., the expectations that a particular effort will lead 
to a particular performance) and performance-outcomes expectancy (i. e., the expectations that 
this action will lead to some type of reward) (Lawler, 1973).   
Several studies have established that these motivational elements can have an impact on 
trainees’ application of new learning on the job. For example, a positive relationship was found 
between trainees’ expectancy and post training performance (Froman, 1977) and that raising 
employee expectation about outcomes enhances performance (Eden & Ravid, 1982). In addition, 
Werner, O’Leary-Kelly, Baldwin, and Wexley (1994) asserted that expectations of trainees about 
the outcomes of training might influence motivation to learn and subsequent performance. Noe 
(1986) discussed that trainees will be more motivated to perform well in training if they believe 
that their effort will lead to performance and that their performance will lead to rewards.   
Tannenbaum and Yukl (1992) emphasized the importance of motivation before training 
(pretraining motivation) and suggested it could be an important factor in learning transfer. For 
example, Noe and Schmitt (1986) developed a composite measure of pretraining motivation that 
included three variables (effort-performance expectations, performance-outcome expectations, 
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and motivation to learn). This composite measure was found to be positively and significantly 
correlated with learning, and that learning had a significant influence on job performance 
measures. Similarly, Facteau, Dobbins, Russell, Ladd, and Kudisch (1995), in a study of 967 
public sector managers and supervisors, found that a measure of pretraining motivation was 
predictive of managers’ self-reported training transfer.    
In summary, this research suggests, in general, that motivation to transfer is to some 
degree contingent upon trainees’ expectations that their effort would lead to performance and 
that performance should result in some type of reward.   
Ability Factors. 
Ability factors refer to those elements that are present in the training and work 
environment which enable trainees to transfer learning effectively. Training design is one ability 
element that can contribute to effective training and transfer (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Tracey, 
Hinkin, Tannenbaum, & Mathieu, 2001). The training design literature suggests a number of 
important design elements such as identical elements, general principles, stimulus variability, 
and various conditions of practice (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Goldstein & Musicante, 1986) may 
be important factors in the transfer process. The theory of identical elements suggests for 
example that the greater the similarity along multiple dimensions between the task as it is learned 
in training and as it is applied on the job the greater the potential for successful transfer 
(Thorndike & Woodworth, 1901). General principles include teaching trainees not only skills, 
but also theoretical principles that underlie the training content (McGee & Thayer, 1961).  
Stimulus variability proposes that when various relevant training stimuli are employed, then 
transfer is maximized (Ellis, 1965). As cited in Baldwin and Ford (1988), conditions of practice 
imply several notions: 1) training should be divided into segments (mass versus distributed 
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training); 2) practice in sum total, versus practicing with parts of the training material at a time 
(whole versus part training); 3) providing trainees with information about their performance 
(feedback); and 4) providing trainees with continuous learning beyond the skills learned and 
their applicability (overlearning). 
More recent scholars (Bates, Holton, & Seyler, 1998) have proposed a training content 
validity construct as an important training design factor in learning transfer. Content validity 
refers to the degree to which trainees perceive that training content (KSAs) accurately reflects 
and meets actual job demands, and that methods and materials used in training content are 
similar to what is used in the actual job setting (Holton et al., 2000). If trainees perceive that the 
training program is relevant to their job requirements and performance then their motivation to 
transfer and practice on the job will be higher (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Garavaglia, 1993).  
Research by Bates et al. (2000) found that “the higher the perceived relevance and utility of 
training program content…the more highly motivated they will be to master that content” (p. 28).    
Other strategies such as goal setting, self-management, and relapse prevention have also 
been suggested as design factors that may have an impact on the transfer process (Bates, 1997; 
Werner et al., 1994). Goal setting is the process of setting specific, hard goals to meet some 
performance objectives (Locke, 1968).  Self-management is defined as a process where trainees 
are taught how to deal with various incentives, responses, and consequences to achieve their 
personal outcomes (Luthans & Davis, 1979). Relapse prevention is a strategy used to provide 
help for trainees to understand the process of relapse for the purpose of not going back to the 
unwanted behavior which in turn enhances transfer (Wexley & Baldwin, 1986). 
Design factors such as these have been included in a construct that Holton et al. (2000) 
call transfer design. Transfer design is defined as ”the degree to which training has been 
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designed and delivered to give trainees the ability to transfer learning to the job” (p. 334). The 
inclusion of transfer design elements is important for learning transfer because these elements 
enhance trainees’ ability to retain, use, and apply knowledge on the job.      
The opportunity to use tasks learned during training on the job is another ability element 
that can have a direct effect on transfer (Baldwin & Ford, 1988). The literature shows that the 
lack of opportunity to perform learned tasks is related to performance decrements (Ford & 
Quinones, 1992). If trainees are not allowed to practice with trained skills on the job then their 
training and transfer will be ineffective (Noe & Ford, 1992).    
In order to find the opportunity and to use new learning on the job it is important that 
trainees have some ‘space’ in their work life to make this happen. In other words, trainees may 
return to work after training only to be faced with a number of job demands or responsibilities 
that limit their ability to transfer learning. Holton et al. (2000) define this as personal capacity for 
transfer, or “extent to which individuals have the time, energy, and mental space in their work 
life to make changes required to transfer learning to the job” (p. 334).      
  Secondary Influences.  
Work environments, motivation, and ability elements are seen as “primary transfer 
influences” because they directly influence individual transfer performance.  Other factors, 
particularly individual characteristics, have been shown to be important factors in the transfer 
process primarily through their influence on transfer-related motivation. Because the influence of 
these factors is mediated through their influence on motivation, they have been termed secondary 
influences on transfer. These secondary influences include performance self-efficacy and learner 
readiness. 
 20
Learner readiness is a construct conceptualized by Bass and Vaughn (1966) to encompass 
individual attributes such as maturation, experiential background, and motivation level that either 
inhibit or exhibit learning. This definition implies that trainees should be provided with realistic 
training previews (Hicks & Klimoski, 1987), (i. e., information shared prior to attending training 
about the training content and training methods) (Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992) or even involved 
in the needs assessment process, or the design of the training program (Baldwin & Magjuka, 
1991). This construct is concerned with the extent to which trainees are psychologically ready 
for training. Research suggests, for example, that trainees who received information about the 
training prior to their participation have superior intentions to transfer and apply what they 
learned back to their respective job settings (Baldwin & Magjuka, 1991). 
The level of confidence (self-efficacy beliefs) trainees have in their ability to use the 
trained skills is also seen as a potentially important influence on transfer-related motivation.  
Self-efficacy is one of the main constructs of social learning theory developed by Bandura 
(1977) and has been shown to be positively related to training outcomes such as performance 
(Gist, 1987; Saks, 1995; Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001; Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992; Tracey et 
al., 2001).  Self-efficacy has been shown to predict performance in interpersonal skills training 
(Gist, Stevens & Bavetta, 1991) and insurance sales (Barling & Beattie, 1983). Moreover, self-
efficacy was also related to motivation to transfer (Ford et al., 1992). 
Other attitudinal factors such as job involvement (Lawler, 1986), organizational 
commitment (Noe, 1986), and goal orientation (Phillips & Gully, 1997), can also contribute to 
the effectiveness of the transfer process. Job involvement (the degree to which individuals 
psychologically identify with their work and the importance of work for their figure (Lodahl & 
Kejner, 1965) was considered a predictor of training motivation (Colquitt, Lepine, & Noe, 2000).  
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Organizational commitment (attachment of an individual to an organization) was also thought to 
have an influence on pre-training motivation (Facteau et al., 1995). Finally, goal orientation 
(defined as the mental representation used by people to explain and behave in achievement 
situations) was found to influence self-efficacy (Phillips & Gully, 1997).  It was also positively 
related to cognitive activity, (Fisher & Ford, 1998) and was considered as a predictor of training 
motivation (Colquitt et al., 2000).    
Development of the LTSI 
  As was mentioned earlier, gaining a greater understanding of the transfer process 
includes consideration of a system of factors. The impetus behind the development of the LTSI 
was to build an instrument capable of measuring what research suggests may be a key set of 
learning transfer system factors. The next sections of this manuscript describe the research and 
development efforts that support the validity and reliability of this instrument.  
Development and Construct Validation of the LTSI 
The initial development of the LTSI was based on the transfer climate instrument 
established by Rouiller and Goldstein (1993). Rouiller and Goldstein (1993) proposed that 
trainees perceive climate in organizations according to psychological cues (both situational and 
consequential). Table 1 shows that Rouiller and Goldstein (1993) conceptualized the training 
transfer climate as consisting of two types of workplace cues which include eight unique 
dimensions. The first set is called situational cues (goal cues, social cues, task cues, and self-
control cues) that remind trainees of what they learned in training or provide them with an 
opportunity to practice with their training on the job. The second set of workplace cues, 
consequence cues (positive feedback, negative feedback, punishment, and no feedback), relate to 
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the job outcomes that affect the extent to which training has been transferred. These cues 
comprise what Rouiller and Goldstein (1993) called the learning transfer climate. 
Table 1. Definitions of Organizational Transfer Climate Variables.  
 
Situational Cues. Cues that serve to remind trainees of their training or provide them with an opportunity to use their 
training once they return to their jobs.  
 
A. Goal cues. Serve to remind trainees to use their training when they return to their jobs; for example, existing managers 
set goals for new managers that encourage them to apply their training on the job. 
B. Social cues. Arise from group membership and include the behavior and influence processes exhibited by supervisors, 
peers and/or subordinates; for example, new managers who use their training supervise differently from the existing 
managers. 
C. Task cues. Concern the design and nature of the job itself; for example, equipment is available in this unit that allows 
new managers to use the skills they gained in training. 
D. Self-control cues. Concern various self-control processes that permit trainees to use what has been learned; for 
example, “I was allowed to practice handling real and job-relevant problems”. 
 
Consequences. As employees return to their jobs and begin applying their learned behavior, they will encounter 
consequences that will affect their future use of what they have learned.   
 
A. Positive feedback. In this instance, the trainees are given positive information about their use of the trained behavior; 
for example, new managers who successfully use their training will receive a salary increase. 
B. Negative feedback. Here, trainees are informed of the negative consequences of not using their learned behavior; for 
example, area managers are made aware of new managers who are not following operating procedures. 
C. Punishment. Trainees are punished for using trained behaviors; for example, more experienced workers ridicule the use 
of techniques learned in training. 
D. No feedback. No information is given to the trainees about the use or importance of the learned behavior; for example, 
existing managers are too busy to note whether trainees’ use learned behavior. 
 
  
 
Transfer climate is seen as the medium through which the work environment may 
influence the transfer of learning to the job. It is the individual perceptions of the work 
environment (Jones & James, 1979), which distinguishes it from other environments.  These 
perceptions are likely to result from the behaviors and policies of members of the organization 
who, in turn, use it as a basis to form judgments and interpret situations (Pritchard & Karasick, 
1973). For example, if trainees perceive their work environment as supportive of using newly 
acquired skills on the job, then they are more likely to use those skills on the job. Researchers 
(Holton et al., 1997) have asserted the role of the transfer climate as a mediating variable in the 
relationship between the organizational environment and the attitudes of individuals toward the 
job and their job behavior. Even though learning may be acquired during training, Rouiller and 
Note. From “The relationship between organizational transfer climate and positive transfer of training, “ by J. Z. Rouiller 
and I. L. Goldstein, 1993, Human Resource Development Quarterly, 4, p383. 
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Goldstein (1993) mentioned that transfer climate might either inhibit or help facilitate the 
transfer of what has been learned in training into the job situation.  
 The first version of the LTSI was developed by Holton et al. (1997) and was named the 
Learning Transfer Questionnaire (LTQ). The instrument contained 66 items, 49 of which were 
taken from Rouiller and Goldstein’s (1993) original 63-item transfer climate instrument.  Holton 
et al. (1997) added 17 new items both to measure a construct named “opportunity to perform” 
(Ford et al., 1992) and to strengthen some of the other variables. The expanded transfer climate 
instrument (66-items) was tested with 189 operating technicians from four petrochemical 
manufacturing facilities.    
Holton et al. (1997) performed two sets of factor analysis. First, the original 49 items 
taken from Rouiller and Goldstein (1993) instrument were factor analyzed to determine if the 
underlying factor structure in the sample matched that found by Rouiller and Goldstein. The 
analysis resulted in five factors, as follows: supervisor support, peer/task support, transfer design, 
personal outcomes-positive, and personal outcomes-negative. These constructs were not similar 
to those proposed by Rouiller and Goldstein (1993).  
 The same factor analytic procedures were used with the expanded 66-item instrument.  
Common factor analysis resulted in nine constructs, explaining 80.6 percent of the common 
variance. Of the 66 items, 62 loaded at .40 or higher and were retained for further analysis. Nine 
constructs emerged and were labeled as follows: supervisor support, opportunity to use skills, 
transfer design, peer support, supervisor sanction, personal outcomes-positive, personal 
outcomes-negative, resistance, and content validity. Eight of the nine constructs had a simple 
structure, meaning that the items of one construct loaded high on that specific construct (.50 or 
greater) and less than .14 on all other factors in the scale. Reliabilities for these constructs ranged 
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from .68 to .95 with an average alpha of .79. Contrary to Rouiller and Goldstein’s (1993) 
proposition that people perceive transfer climate by psychological cues, this analysis revealed 
that trainees perceive transfer climate by organizational referents (e.g., supervisor support, peer 
support). 
The Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) Revisions 
After an extensive review of additional research, Holton et al. (2000) added seven more 
scales to the LTQ to comprise 16 factors. The new version was called the “Learning Transfer 
System Inventory” (LTSI). These 16 constructs (with 112 items) represented a more 
comprehensive set of factors believed to affect the transfer of training.  The instrument was 
divided into two construct domains: the first section (training specific) included 11 constructs 
and contained 76 items. The second section (training general) included five constructs, 
containing 36 items.   
 To test the construct validity of the LTSI, data from 1,616 trainees from a wide range of 
industries and training programs were collected. An exploratory factor analysis using common 
factor analysis was performed. It is appropriate to use this method when the purpose is to 
uncover the underlying structure of the instrument. The two sections of the instrument were 
factor-analyzed separately. The analysis revealed high loading on major factors (.62) and low 
cross loading on other factors (.05). Cronbach alpha reliabilities ranged from .63 to .91 with only 
three of the scales below .70 (.63, .68, .69) (see Table 2). After dropping inappropriate items (i. 
e., items that loaded weakly or loaded singly), 68 items were retained in the final instrument, 
measuring 16 constructs. The overall measure of sample adequacy (MSA) values for each item 
was above .90 and items had factor loadings above .40.     
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The most recent version of the LTSI contains 89 items. These include the 68 items 
retained from the Holton et al. (2000) study and 21 additional items included in an effort to 
strengthen the reliability of the following scales: personal outcome-positive, personal capacity 
for transfer, supervisor/manager sanctions, opportunity to use learning, and 
feedback/performance coaching (see Table 2). 
Table 2. LTSI Scale Definitions, Loadings, and Reliability Coefficients. 
Factor 
Training 
Specific Scales 
 
DEFINITIONS  
 
NUMBER OF 
ITEMS 
 
∝          
 
Supervisor/ 
Manager Support 
 
 
Transfer Design 
 
 
 
Perceived Content Validity 
  
 
Motivation to  
Transfer Learning 
 
Peer Support 
 
 
Personal  
Outcomes- 
Negative 
 
Learner  
Readiness 
 
 
 
Opportunity to 
Use Learning 
Personal 
 
Outcomes- 
Positive 
 
Personal  
Capacity for 
Transfer 
 
Supervisor/ 
Manager  
Sanctions 
 
The extent to which supervisor/manager support and 
reinforce use of training on the job. 
 
 
The degree to which 1) training has been designed and 
delivered to give trainees the ability to transfer learning to 
the job, and 2) training instructions match job 
requirements.   
 
The extent to which trainees judge training content to 
accurately reflect job requirements.  
 
The direction, intensity, and persistence of effort toward 
utilizing in a work setting skills and knowledge learned. 
 
The extent to which peers reinforce and support use of 
learning on the job.  
 
The extent to which individuals believe that not applying 
skills and knowledge learned in training will lead to 
outcomes that are negative.    
 
The extent to which individuals are prepared to enter and 
participate in training. 
 
 
 
The extent to which trainees are provided with or obtain 
resources and tasks on the job enabling them to use 
training on the job. 
 
The degree to which applying training on the job leads to 
outcomes that are positive for the individual. 
 
The extent to which individuals have the time, energy, and 
mental space in their work lives to make changes required 
to transfer learning to the job. 
 
The extent to which individuals perceive negative 
responses from supervisor/managers when applying skills 
learned in training. 
 
6 
  
 
 
4 
 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
4 
 
 
4 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
 .91          
 
.85 
  
 
 
.84 
 
 
.83 
 
 
.83 
 
 
.76 
 
 
 
.73 
 
 
 
 
.70 
 
 
 
.69 
 
 
.68 
 
 
 
.63 
 
 
(table cont.) 
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Training in  
General  
Scales 
 
 
Resistance/ 
Openness to  
Change 
 
 
Performance- 
Outcomes 
Expectations 
 
Transfer 
Effort- 
Performance 
Expectations  
 
Performance 
Self- 
Efficacy 
 
Feedback/ 
Performance 
Coaching 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The extent to which prevailing group norms are perceived 
by individuals to resist or discourage the use of skills and 
knowledge required in training.  
 
 
The expectation that changes in job performance will lead 
to valued outcomes. 
 
 
The expectation that effort devoted to transferring 
learning will lead to changes in job performance. 
 
 
 
 
An individual’s general belief that they are able to change 
their performance when they want to. 
 
 
Formal and informal indicators from an organization 
about an individual’s job performance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6 
 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.85 
 
 
 
 
.83 
 
 
 
.81 
 
 
 
 
 
.76 
 
 
 
.70 
  
 
Cross-Cultural Construct Validation of the LTSI   
Yamnill (2001) carried out a study to validate the factor structure of the LTSI with a 
sample from Thailand. The study covered a cross section of Thai organizations (60) and random 
sampling was employed to choose trainees who had completed training in the past two months.  
The sample of the study was 1256 trainees, from whom 1,029 usable responses were received for 
a response rate of 81.9%. Two versions of the LTSI were used. One with 68 validated items, and 
the other with 89 items (21 additional research items included). Exploratory common factor 
analysis with oblique rotation was employed.  The author factor analyzed each section separately 
for both versions of the LTSI. Version one (89 items) had two sections: specific training 
(contained 63 items) and training in general (contained 26 items). Version 2 (68 items) of the 
LTSI also has two sections: training specific (38 items) and training in general (30 items). 
Note. From “development of a generalized learning transfer system inventory,” by E. F. Holton III, R. A. Bates, & 
W. E. A. Ruona, 2000, Human Resource Development Quarterly, 11, pp. 344-346. 
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 The results of the factor analysis (LTSI with 89 items) for the first section showed that 11 
factors emerged and 55.19% of the variance explained. With regard to item loadings, 52 items 
met the minimum loading value of .35. Reliability coefficients were acceptable for all factors, 
ranging between .61 and .88. 
 Factor analysis for the second section (training in general) resulted in the emergence of 
five factors explaining 53.65% of the variance. Twenty-one items loaded .35 or higher on the 
five factors.  The reliability for the factors was between .63 and .83, with only one factor 
reliability below .70.  In conclusion, 73 items were retained in the instrument, assessing 16 
factors. 
 For the 68-item LTSI, the same criteria for retaining the factors as stated above were 
used, resulting in the retention of 38 items representing 11 constructs for the specific training 
section (the same number found by Holton et al. (2000). Four factors were identical and the other 
seven factors were nearly identical (only two items loaded on different factors). The factors in 
the Thai version of the LTSI were named the same as those in the original English version of the 
LTSI. The reliability coefficients for these factors ranged from .58 to .85, with an average 
Cronbach alpha of .73. For the second section (training in general), 21 items were retained, 
explaining 53.1% of the variance and representing five factors. Three of these factors were 
identical to the original LTSI. The reliability coefficients for these factors ranged from .61 to .81 
with an average Cronbach alpha of .72.  In brief, the 68-item instrument resulted in 59 items, 
measuring 16 factors, while the 89-item instrument resulted in 73 items measuring 16 factors.  
The conclusion of the study asserted that the LTSI proposed by Holton et al. (2000) is cross-
culturally valid for use in Thailand. 
 28
 In another effort at the cross-cultural validation of the LTSI, Chen (2003) used a sample 
of 583 trainees from 20 different Taiwanese organizations. Chen (2003) used similar factor 
analytic criteria to that proposed by Yamnill, except for the minimum loadings (.40) of retaining 
items on factors. The impact of using this higher loading cut off was the loss of important items 
to the instrument.  For the 68-item version, on the training in specific section, six factors were 
found to be identical to the original instrument with 39 items. These factors had reliabilities 
ranging from .68 to .89.  For the training in general section, four out of five factors were identical 
to the original LTSI (19 items), with reliabilities all exceeding .80. With regard to the 89-item 
analysis, on the training specific section, ten factors emerged with 54 items, while all five factors 
in the training in general section were validated (25 items). The reliabilities ranged from .68 to 
.92 for specific factors and above .80 for training in general scales. Chen (2003) concluded that 
14 factors of the LTSI are cross-culturally valid for use in Taiwanese organizations. In summary, 
employing similar factor analytic techniques supports the cross-cultural factor structure of the 
LTSI.  Table 3 provides a summary of this research. 
 
 
 
LTQ 
- Forty-nine items obtained from Rouiller and 
Goldstein’s (1993) 63-item instrument. 
- Seventeen items added. 
- Final instrument with 66 items. 
- Factor analysis on the 49-item instrument 
resulted in five constructs. 
- Factor analysis on the 66-item instrument 
resulted in nine constructs.  
- Accounting for loadings cut off, LTQ 
resulted in 62 items. 
LTSI 
First Version 
- LTQ with 62 items. 
- Seven more constructs were added. 
- Total 112 items in the instrument 
representing two construct domains. 
- Training specific with 76 items and training 
in general with 36 items. 
(table cont.) 
Table 3. LTSI Instrument Development. 
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Convergent and Divergent Validation of the LTSI 
Bookter (1999) conducted a study that examined the LTSI’s convergent and divergent 
validity. As indicated by Robinson, Shaver, and Wrightsman (1991), the convergent and 
divergent validity of an instrument is a necessary component for a psychometrically sound 
instrument. Convergent validity is defined as the extent to which a measure is assessing what it is 
purported to assess while divergent validity refers to the extent that a measure is not assessing 
something that it is not purported to assess (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Simply, convergent-
divergent validity testing seeks to further establish the empirical validity of a measure by 
examining the correlations between the target measure and measures of similar constructs or 
opposing constructs. Convergent validity tests the extent to which different measures of the same 
or similar constructs are correlated. Divergent validity tests the extent to which measures of 
opposing constructs show low or negative correlations. Bookter’s (1999) study proposed to 
answer the following research questions: 
- Factor analysis resulting in 68 items 
measuring 16 constructs.  
LTSI 
Present Version 
- LTSI with 68 items. 
- Twenty-one research items added. 
- New LTSI with 89 items measuring 16 
constructs. 
 
Cross-Cultural 
Construct Validation 
(Yamnill’s Study) 
- LTSI (68-item instrument) resulted in 59 
items measuring 16 constructs. 
- LTSI (89-item instrument) resulted in 73 
items measuring 16 constructs. 
- Fifteen constructs were validated. 
Cross-Cultural 
Construct Validation 
(Chen’s Study)  
-  LTSI (68-item instrument) resulted in 58 
items measuring 10 constructs. 
- LTSI (89-item instrument) resulted in 79 
items measuring 15 constructs. 
- Fourteen constructs were validated. 
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1. What are the theoretically based, psychometrically valid; comparison measures 
(instruments, scales and sub-scales) for the factors in the nomological network of the 
LTSI, which can be used to examine the convergent and divergent validity of the LTSI? 
2. What are the convergent and divergent associations between the LTSI subscales, and the 
comparison constructs and measures identified in question one? 
 Research question one was accomplished by conducting a comprehensive search of the 
literature for comparison measures closely related to the constructs of the LTSI. Certain strict 
evaluation criteria were adapted from Robinson et al. (1991) and used to choose those 
comparison measures, including theoretical development structure, available norms, inter-item 
correlations, coefficient alphas, factor analysis, test re-test reliability, convergent validity, and 
divergent validity.  As a result, 17 scales were chosen from 17 different instruments. These were 
work environment scale, KEYS environment scale, perceived work environment, index of 
organizational reaction, job descriptive index, alienation from work scale, task-goal attribute 
scale, leader reward behavior scale, facet-specific job satisfaction scale, work related expectancy 
scale, group process scale, self-efficacy scale, mastery scale, job dimensions scale, internal work 
motivation scale, manifest needs questionnaire, and critical psychological states scale.     
 Employing a sample of U.S. postal employees (n = 204), factor analysis was performed 
on the LTSI responses and resulted in a structure almost identical to that previously proposed by 
Holton et al. (1997) indicating that the scales are functioning in this sample in a way that is 
similar to what should be expected.   
 To establish the convergent and divergent validity of the LTSI constructs, each construct 
was compared and correlated with similar selected constructs that were identified from the 
literature as theoretically-based, psychometrically-valid measures. Pearson’s Product Moment 
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correlation statistic was used to investigate the correlation between the 16 constructs of the LTSI 
and the two comparison measures chosen for each construct. The present study used correlation 
coefficients between .00 and .49 to indicate evidence of divergence, while an association ranging 
between .50 and 1.0 indicated evidence of convergence. 
Overall analysis showed that all subscales of the LTSI (with the exception of two 
constructs) are divergent in nature because the correlations for most of the LTSI factors were 
below .49. This indicates that the constructs of the LTSI are unique, thus establishing its 
divergent validity.  Two constructs of the LTSI showed strong evidence of convergent validity.  
These constructs were performance outcome-expectations (highly related to Performance 
Reward Expectancy, r = .60) and resistance to change (highly related to Group Process Scale, r = 
-.51).  The evidence from this research further supports the empirical validity of the LTSI. 
Criterion-Related Validation of the LTSI 
Criterion-related validity refers to the degree to which scores on selected constructs are 
related to one or more outcome measure(s). Nunnally (1978) named criterion validity predictive 
validity because it predicts something external to the measuring instrument. According to 
Cronbach and Meehl (1955), establishing criterion-related validity usually requires that a test is 
administered and an independent measure is obtained on the same subjects, which is then used to 
obtain the correlation between the two. It is called predictive validity if the outcome measure 
(criterion) is obtained some time after the test is given, while it is called concurrent validity if the 
test score and the criterion score are determined at the same time. 
Support for the criterion validity of the LTSI is suggested by at least five studies, which 
predicted motivation to transfer, performance, and intentions to participate in training.    
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The first study by Bates (1997) involved 73 production operators employed in the 
petrochemical-manufacturing sector in two production units. The study examined the ability of 
the LTQ constructs to predict supervisor rating of job performance using hierarchical regression 
analysis.  These constructs included training content validity, transfer design, positive personal 
outcomes, negative personal outcomes, peer support, supervisor sanctions, supervisor support, 
opportunity to use training, and change resistance. 
Regression analysis results showed that content validity (the degree of similarity between 
what is taught in training and what will be used on the job) alone explained 5.9% of the variance 
in performance ratings while transfer design increased the variance by 1.8%. On the other hand, 
the transfer climate variables (supervisor support, opportunity to use training, peer support, 
change resistance, supervisor sanctions, positive personal outcomes, and negative personal 
outcomes) significantly predicted 36% of the variance in performance ratings. Taken together, 
the nine constructs of the LTQ explained a total of 43.7% of the variance in performance ratings.    
The second study by Seyler et al. (1998) involved 88 subjects who participated in CBT 
training from two units of a large petrochemical company. The authors investigated the influence 
of environmental factors (supervisor support, supervisor sanctions, peer support, and opportunity 
to use skills) as measured by items from the LTQ (version 1 of the LTSI) for their influence on 
motivation to transfer. Hierarchal regression analysis was used and when the environmental 
variables were entered last in the model, they explained an additional 26.4% of the variance in 
motivation to transfer over the previous model.    
The third study (Ruona et al., 1999) involved 1,616 subjects who were originally used in 
the development of the second version of the LTSI. The study involved a wide range of training 
programs and organizational types for various employees, holding a variety of positions and job 
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levels. The LTSI consisted of 68 items designed to measure 16 constructs. These constructs were 
transfer design, motivation to transfer, transfer effort, perceived content validity, performance 
self-efficacy, opportunity to use training, outcome expectations, peer support, feedback, personal 
capacity for transfer, supervisor support, learner readiness, personal outcomes-positive, personal 
outcomes-negative, resistance/openness to change, and manager sanctions. 
Utility reaction ratings (defined as participants’ reaction to the training program) were 
correlated with the 16 constructs of the LTSI and have ranged from a high correlation (r = .619) 
to a low correlation (r = .156). The authors constructed a hierarchical regression, using 15 
constructs of the LTSI and utility reaction as independent variables, and motivation to transfer as 
the dependent variable. The 15 constructs of the LTSI were entered first, and the utility reaction 
was entered second. The results of this analysis showed that the 15 constructs explained 64.1% 
of the variance, while utility reaction added only 3.8%. 
Using a cross-section of data from the Bates (1997) study, Bates et al. (2000) investigated 
the ability of interpersonal transfer variables to predict job performance of computer-based 
training for 73 production operators. The LTQ with 68 items was used to predict trainees’ 
performance, as measured by supervisors’ ratings. The content of the instrument was: supervisor 
support, supervisor sanctions, peer support, change resistance, opportunity to use training, and 
content validity. The results indicated that when content validity was added to the regression 
model, it increased the explained variance in performance by 5%. Adding supervisor support and 
supervisor sanctions explained an additional 18% of the variance in performance ratings. The 
addition of peer support and change resistance explained another 20% of the variance in 
performance ratings. Finally, opportunity to use training was not a significant predictor (it 
explained only .002% of the variance). In conclusion, content validity, supervisor support, 
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supervisor sanctions, peer support, and change resistance explained a significant portion (43%) 
of the variance in performance ratings.    
In a fifth study, Bates (2001) investigated the influence of three LTSI constructs on one 
objective measure and two subjective measures of training participation, using a sample of 287 
subjects from a public sector highway department. These constructs were transfer effort-
performance expectations, performance-outcomes expectations, and motivation to transfer 
learning. The objective measure was the number of organization sponsored training events 
trainees attended in the past 12 months. The subjective measure was the number of days in the 
past 12 months trainees had spent in training. The last subjective measure was intention to 
participate in training in the future, which was measured by a single item where trainees 
indicated the number of days of training they planned to attend in the next 12 months. 
The three constructs of the LTSI were entered as mediators between a number of 
antecedent measures (continuous learning culture, staffing strategy, previous transfer success, 
and job-related math and reading proficiency) and the three outcome measures mentioned above. 
The coefficient alphas for transfer effort-performance expectations (TEPE), performance-
outcome expectations (POE), and motivation to transfer learning (Mot Trans) were .80, .79 and 
.80, respectively.  
Utilizing hierarchical regression, the combined effect of antecedent and mediator 
variables explained a significant portion of the variance in training participation, with 12.9% in 
objective measure, 16.5% in self-report, and 19.6% in intention to participate in the future.  The 
effect of the motivational measures (TEPE, POE, and Mot Trans), along with attitudes toward 
training and motivation to participate in training accounted for 9.9% of the common variance in 
the objective measure (number of training courses attended), 7.8% of the variance in the 
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subjective measure (number of days in the past 12 months trainees had spent in training), and 
6.6% of the variance in the number of training days trainees plan to participate in the next 12 
months.   
In conclusion, LTSI constructs have shown the ability to predict job performance ratings, 
self-reported motivation to transfer, and participation in training. A summary of the criterion 
validity studies is presented in Table 4. 
Table 4. Summary of the LTSI Criterion Validity Studies. 
 
Study 
 
Subjects 
 
Criterion Measure  
 
Constructs Investigated  
 
% Variance 
Explained 
 
Bates (1997) 
 
73 production 
operators 
 
Job performance ratings 
 
Content validity, transfer design, 
positive personal outcomes, negative 
personal outcomes, peer support, 
supervisor sanction, supervisor support, 
opportunity to use, resistance to change.  
 
43.7% 
 
Seyler et al., (1998) 
 
88 production 
workers 
 
Motivation to transfer 
 
Supervisor support, supervisor 
sanctions, peer support, and opportunity 
to use. 
 
26.4% 
 
Ruona et al., (1999) 
 
 
1,616 employees 
 
 
Motivation to transfer 
 
 
Transfer design, motivation to transfer, 
transfer effort, perceived content 
validity, performance self-efficacy, 
opportunity to use, outcome 
expectations, peer support, feedback, 
personal capacity for transfer, 
supervisor support, learner readiness, 
personal outcomes-positive, personal 
outcomes-negative, resistance/openness 
to change, manager sanctions. 
 
64.1% 
Bates et al., (2000) 
 
73 production 
workers 
 
Performance ratings 
 
Supervisor support, supervisor 
sanctions, change resistance, 
opportunity to use, content validity. 
 
43% 
 
Bates (2001) 
 
287 employees 
Training participation as 
measured by one 
objective and two 
subjective measures 
Transfer effort-performance 
expectations, performance-outcomes 
expectations, and motivation to transfer 
learning along with two other 
motivational measures. 
 
9.9% 
7.8% 
6.6% 
 
The Domain of Learning Transfer and Organizational Learning 
 Because learning transfer research in organizations is relatively new, linkages between 
learning transfer constructs and constructs in other domains have not been established to a great 
degree. Therefore, an additional avenue that will be explored in this dissertation research is the 
extent to which learning transfer constructs are linked to important constructs in the domain of 
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organizational learning. Exploring how the LTSI constructs fit logically and lawfully into an 
expanded network of expected relationships or nomological network can provide further proof of 
the construct validity of the LTSI measures.   
 Organizational learning was chosen because it is one factor that can influence the success 
of organizations in a globalized system characterized by rapid technological advancements, 
fierce competition, and rapid rates of change in work environments (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).   
For example, Kaiser (2000) asserted that organizational learning is the most important resource 
for the future and the only element an organization can depend on for growth.   
 Organizational learning is defined as “the intentional use of learning processes at the 
individual, group and system level to continuously transform the organization in a direction that 
is increasingly satisfying to its stakeholders (cited in Swanson & Holton, 2001, p. 172).  
Organizational learning is learning taking place at the system level rather than the individual 
level (Dixon, 1992, 1994). It is greater than the summation of the learning at the individual level 
and generally arises as a result of the process of sharing insights, knowledge, and mental models 
(Swanson & Holton, 2001). When the culture of the organization supports the development of 
shared mental models among organizational members, then organizational learning is activated 
(Swanson & Holton, 2001). 
  The above discussion directs our attention to the fact that learning at the system level not 
the individual level is important (Kuchinke, 1995). Organizational learning is not the collectivity 
of individual learning per se; rather, it is the culture of learning that is embedded in the 
organizational memory and practiced daily by organization members. Organizational learning, 
then, directs individuals to view things from different perspectives and prompts them to 
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challenge situations. It is the organizational culture that creates the conditions that lead to this 
type of creative behavior (Argyris & Schon, 1978).   
 It is obvious that organizational culture is a key factor that can influence the nature and 
the process of organizational learning (Nevis, DiBella, & Gould, 1995). Organizational culture is 
defined as the collection of shared meanings, values, norms, and expectations that guide 
organizational behavior (Burke & Litwin, 1992; Schein, 1985) and the medium by which 
organizational standards that explain and justify behaviors are constructed (as cited in Kaiser, 
2000). According to Kaiser (2000), organizational culture promotes learning when there is basic 
understanding in the organization that any individual can be a source of knowledge, and that no 
one person knows everything. Moreover, individuals are encouraged to thinking independently 
and to try new ideas, while all organizational members are of one mind, working toward 
achieving common goals for the benefit of the total organization. 
 Another aspect of the organizational culture that boosts organizational learning is 
innovation (Holton & Kaiser, 2000). The development and success of organizations is largely a 
function of innovation (Torraco, 1998) to meet its challenging demands.  Innovation may take 
place when new ideas are developed and implemented by members of an organization (Van de 
Ven, 1986). Innovation is regarded as an indicator of future organizational effectiveness and 
performance and another desired outcome of performance (Kaiser, 2000). Innovation usually 
takes place when there is an acquisition of information, interpretation of information, creation of 
meaning and the creation of organizational knowledge (Swanson & Holton, 2001).  
 It is likely that a link exists between learning transfer elements and measures of 
organizational learning. For example, an organizational culture that values, accepts, and rewards 
learning is more likely to have a positive learning transfer system than a culture that does not. If 
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supervisors and peers are supportive, open to changing the way things are done, provide 
supportive feedback about performance, and reward positive behavior then organizational culture 
and learning will be facilitated and enriched. It follows that employees working in this kind of 
organization would be more motivated to learn, transfer learning, and have more positive 
expectations about the outcomes of their efforts among these lines. 
 Unfortunately, there has been no previous research linking learning transfer constructs to 
organizational learning. This will be the first study of its kind to explore whether or not a link 
exists between these two distinct construct domains. The outcome of this analysis will provide 
HRD scholars and practitioners with new insights of the direction and magnitude of this 
relationship that, in turn, will be used to formulate new research questions about the contribution 
of learning transfer to overall organizational learning. 
Translation of Materials for Cross-Cultural Research 
Culture is defined as the shared values, attitudes, and beliefs among a group of people, 
which guides their way of thinking, doing, and living (Hofstede, 2001). Taking into account the 
rise of cross-cultural interactions, a need has emerged to translate research instruments from one 
culture with a unique language to another culture with a different language. The cross-cultural 
translation and validation process from one language to another language is a critical first step to 
the appropriate use of that instrument (Fouad & Bracken, 1986). Concepts that are present in one 
culture may not be meaningful in another culture (Brislin, 1980; Hui & Triandis, 1985). 
Therefore, it is crucial to establish the validity of instruments in various cultures.  
The first step in establishing cross-cultural validity often involves translating the 
instrument into the target culture’s language. To achieve the validity of those translations, 
equivalence in meaning should be established. Equivalence in meaning has been regarded as the 
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most important aspect of translation (Nida, 1964). Brislin, Lonner, and Thorndike (1973) 
emphasized that “unless researchers present empirical evidence to support their claim that the 
different-language versions of the same instrument are equivalent, translation problems will 
always be plausible rival hypotheses for any obtained results” (p. 32). 
Researchers further advise using an “Emic-Etic” approach when translating instruments.    
The Emic concept refers to those sounds, ideas, and behaviors that are culture specific. The Etic 
concept refers to those sounds, concepts, and behaviors that are universal, or culture-free 
(Banville, Desrosiers, & Genet-Volet, 2000; Berry, 1969). This approach recognizes that 
different countries may share some elements of a culture, while some elements are only practiced 
and applied in one particular country. Consequently, researchers need to make sure that a 
concept used in one culture is similar enough in its meaning when used in another culture.  Thus, 
if an instrument is developed in one culture and language and administered in another culture 
and language it may lose “the Emic or meaningful aspects of the other culture as practiced by 
their members” (Brislin et al., 1973, p. 24).    
Sometimes researchers assume that the concepts used in their instrument are transferable 
across cultures. However, according to Eckensberger (1994), when an instrument is developed in 
the source language, then it is regarded as an Emic. When used in another language (target 
language), the instrument becomes an imposed Etic, meaning that it may carry meanings and 
concepts that are not familiar, or are not fully understood by members of the target culture.  
Thus, in translating an instrument from the source language into the target language, the goal is 
to make sure that the instrument from the source language, when translated into the target 
language, has the same meaning. To be considered valid, the cross-cultural translation of 
instruments must use a rigorous methodology to establish the meaning equivalence of the 
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instrument in the new culture. If an instrument (e.g., LTSI) shows evidence of cross-cultural 
validity, then its constructs can be considered as Etic (universal) (Triandis, 1976). 
Sechrest, Fay, and Zaidi (1972) suggested the need to consider a number of equivalence 
issues when translating instruments. These issues include: vocabulary equivalence; idiomatic 
equivalence (one culture may have idioms that are not found in another culture); grammatical-
syntactical equivalence (different languages may use different syntax and grammar); experiential 
equivalence (different terms might be used to refer to certain items or experiences, such that the 
two versions of the instrument must utilize real things that are experienced and used in both 
cultures); and conceptual equivalence (the same concepts used in both versions may have 
different meanings in different cultures, so we need to know what each concept means in the 
culture for which the translation is being made). However, functional equivalence was suggested 
as the most important (Hui & Triandis, 1985). Functional equivalence pertains to whether or not 
the items in the translated version of an instrument have a meaning similar to that of the source 
version.   
The Translation Process 
 Cross-cultural research literature suggests several general methods of translating 
instruments from one culture to another that can be used in combination or separately.  In any 
research project, the researcher can combine different parts of the translation methodology 
(Brislin, 1970) to fit the purpose of the study at hand, while resolving the limitations imposed by 
time, cost, and resource availability. 
The first translation method is called the forward or direct approach, and is widely used 
(Sperber, Devellis, & Boehlecke, 1994). In this approach, instruments are translated from the 
source language to the target language by bilinguals, who work independently, or as a team 
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(Hansen, 1987; Herrera, DelCampo, & Ames, 1993; Prieto, 1992). The major drawback in this 
methodology (when used alone) is that functional equivalency of an instrument cannot be 
produced because we cannot determine whether the instrument is accurately translated without 
bias.  Therefore, only an Emic approach is applied.    
The next translation approach is called the back-translation.  Back-translation involves a 
process where at least two bilingual translators (who are from the target language) are employed 
(Lomi, 1992). The process starts with one of the bilingual translators (or group of bilingual 
translators working independently) translating an instrument from its original language into the 
target language. Next, another bilingual translator (or group of translators working 
independently) translates the instrument back into the original language. These back-translators 
should not have seen the original source language version of the instrument. Then, using a 
subjective comparison process, the original and the back-translated versions are evaluated to 
ensure equivalence in meaning (Brislin, 1970). Finally, the two versions are field tested with a 
group of bilinguals to correct for any errors and disturbances in meaning (Hansen, 1987).  
However, validation of translations by bilinguals is problematic (Hulin, 1987; Yang & 
Bond, 1980) because the instrument is intended ultimately for use on monolingual subjects. 
Bilingual subjects take on some concepts, values, and attitudes of the culture of the second 
language that they have mastered. Thus, bilinguals may represent a separate population whose 
responses cannot automatically be generalized to the monolingual population. Consequently, 
employing monolinguals to compare the two English versions of an instrument is highly 
recommended (Bullinger, Anderson, Cella, & Aaronson, 1993).    
To obtain valid and rigorous results, the back-translation method was suggested as the 
essential and recommended method for assessing linguistic equivalence or similarity in words 
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and sentences (Brislin et al., 1973; Glidden-Tracey & Greenwood, 1997; Jones, Lee, Phillips, 
Zhang, & Jaceldo, 2001) because it has been shown to improve the quality of the translated 
version (Guillemin, Bombardier, & Beaton, 1993). Back-translation “operates as a filter through 
which non-equivalent terms will not readily pass” (Sechrest et al., 1972, p. 53) and through the 
use of this process, the researcher attempts to assess whether the original meaning of the 
instrument items is preserved after the original instrument has been translated into the target 
language, and then re-translated back into the original language. In short, having at least one 
forward and one back-ward translation is minimally required (Bullinger et al., 1993). 
Brislin’s model (1970, 1986) “for translating and back-translating instruments is a well-
known method of preparing valid and reliable tools for cross-cultural research” (Jones et al., 
2001, p. 301). According to this model (see Figure 2), the instrument is translated by one 
bilingual expert from the source language (SL) into the target language (TL), and a second 
bilingual expert blindly (without previous knowledge of the original language version) back 
translates it to the source language. If discrepancies in meaning are detected in the back 
translated version when compared to the original, the terms which are in question are re-
translated and again back translated by another bilingual expert.   
These processes are repeated until no error in meaning is found. To reduce bias, and to 
produce more accurate translations, Jones et al. (2001) recommended including more bilinguals 
in the translation process and comparing both versions (the original and the back translated) with 
a group of monolinguals from the source language, which, in turn, enhances functional 
equivalence. 
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 Source   to  Target  to  Source  to  Target  to  Source 
 
 
Bilingual # 1           Bilingual # 2      Bilingual # 3       Bilingual # 4                
Figure 2. Brislin’s Original Translation Model. 
Note. From “back translation for cross-cultural research,” by R. W. Brislin, 1970, Journal 
 of Cross-Cultural  Psychology, 1, pp. 187-16. 
  
 Researchers have varied in the methods used to establish meaning-equivalent versions of 
an instrument. For example, Vallerand (1989) suggested seven steps when translating 
instruments from one culture to another using an Emic-Etic approach (to verify whether the Emic 
of the original instrument and the Emic of the target culture have adequate common ground).  
The author asserted the importance of the back translation technique employing more bilingual 
translators (i. e., at least four bilinguals). Moreover, the translated version should be tested with a 
group of bilinguals to detect any words, statements and meanings that they do not understand. 
The next step suggested was to establish the content validity by having bilinguals compare the 
meaning of the original statements and the translated statements. Vallerand’s (1989) translation 
methodology also suggested establishing the construct validity of the translated instrument by 
employing 20 subjects to answer the instrument. However, a sample of 20 is insufficient for 
factor analysis.  Moreover, the author suggested establishing test-retest reliabilities with a one-
month interval.  In conclusion, Vallerand’s methodology has not been widely used in its entirety, 
due to time and cost constraints (Banville et al., 2000). 
Others (Butcher, 1982; Fouad and Bracken, 1986) have recommended a three-step-
approach to translation as follows: first, direct translation by several bilingual experts; then blind 
back-translation by bilingual independent experts; and third, the final version administered and 
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field-tested on individuals fluent in both languages from the target population to ensure 
functional equivalence. These authors were more focused on the subjective evaluation and have 
not stressed the importance of objective evaluation in establishing functional and linguistic 
equivalence. 
Sperber et al. (1994) recognized the shortcomings of previous literature and suggested a 
different approach to establishing the functional and linguistic equivalence between the original 
instrument and the back-translated instrument. Sperber et al. used two objective comparison 
measures to evaluate the comparability of language and similarity of interpretability. In this 
approach, raters use Likert-type scales ranging from 1 (not at all comparable/not at all similar) to 
7 (extremely comparable/extremely similar) to rate the extent to which they believe both 
versions are similar in terms of language used and in the degree to which two versions of an item 
have the same meaning even if the wording were not the same. These comparison procedures 
should be evaluated by a group of people (15-20) who have knowledge in the field in which the 
instrument is intended for use. Subsequent evaluation of mean ratings across these two 
dimensions helps us to identify potentially questionable items and to retranslate them until there 
is some confidence that the items would be interpreted in the same manner in both languages. 
Finally, the translation methodology of Herrera et al. (1993) emphasized the importance 
of clarity and equivalence when doing translations by employing monolinguals from the target 
population to read the translated instrument and to identify words and phrases that are difficult to 
understand. The authors suggested employing monolinguals with different educational levels 
(e.g., Masters, bachelors, and high school) when assessing instrument clarity. Hence, once the 
final version of the instrument is produced, it will be sent to a group of monolinguals 
representative of the target population, and who also should be at different educational levels.  
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These procedures ensure that the instrument is understood in the same manner by a variety of 
people from various educational levels. 
Summary. 
In reviewing previous literature, several translation methodologies (that can be used in 
combination) were suggested to enhance the validity and precision of the translation process.  
These techniques include forward translation, back-translation, subjective evaluation, and 
objective evaluation measures.   
Forward and back-translation involves the use of multiple bilinguals when translating the 
instrument from the source language into the target language, as well as when back-translating 
the instrument from the target language into the source language. The logic behind using 
multiple translators is to offset any bias that might result from individual translations.  
  Subjective and objective evaluation procedures were also recommended to ensure 
functional equivalence of both the original version and the back-translated version of the 
instrument.  Subjective evaluation enhances the clarity and equivalence of both versions by 
employing native monolinguals from the target culture, with different educational background 
levels, to detect errors and discrepancies in meaning. Objective evaluation includes the 
employment of monolinguals from the source culture to rate the comparability of language and 
similarity of interpretability of items on both versions, using a Likert-type scales ranging from 1 
(not at all comparable/not at all similar) to 7 (extremely comparable/extremely similar).      
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 This chapter describes the research methods used in this study including: a) study design; 
b) population and sample; c) protection of human subjects; d) instrumentation; e) instrument 
translation process; f) data collection procedures; and, g) data analysis procedures for each 
research question. 
Study Design 
The design of this study was an ex-post facto, with data collected using the survey 
method. First, an equivalent Arabic version of the LTSI was developed using cross-cultural 
translation techniques developed by the researcher. The Arabic version of the LTSI was named 
“ALTSI” throughout the study. The ALTSI was administered to trainees at the end of their 
training session or after training (up to six months). Secondly, the latent factor structure of the 
ALTSI was investigated using exploratory common factor analysis with oblique rotation. The 
two construct domains (specific and general) of the instrument were factor analyzed separately 
because they represent two different domains. Third, relationships between the validated 
constructs of the ALTSI and selected demographic variables were performed using multivariate 
analysis of variance (MANOVA). Finally, the ability of the ALTSI to account for variance in 
organizational learning constructs was explored using multiple regression analysis.  
Population and Sample 
The target population for this study was Jordanian workers employed by 28 different 
public and private sector organizations operating in Jordan. These organizations were 
characterized as being small-to-medium sized. A small business is defined as one having less 
than 100 employees (Headd, 2000) while a medium-sized business is defined as one having 100 
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to 499 employees (Storey, 1994). These organizations included manufacturing, high-tech, 
banking, insurance, retail, service industry, public/education, and public/government. The 
sample for this study consisted of 450 trainees (of the original 500; a 90% response rate) who all 
attended nine different types of training. Because of limited access to subjects in Jordan, both 
purposive sampling and convenience sampling (Ary, Jacob, & Razavieh, 1996) were used in this 
study. The desired sample size was determined by following the recommendations proposed by 
Benson and Nasser (1998), Floyd and Widaman (1995), and Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black 
(1998). These authors suggested factor analysis requires a minimum of five subjects per 
independent variable to assure adequate statistical power and generalizability of results. Taking 
into account that the first section of the instrument contained 63 items, the minimum sample size 
needed was 315 subjects. Furthermore, allowing for 10% missing or unusable data, the total 
sample size appropriate for use in this study was a minimum of 347 usable observations. 
Approximately 38% (n =172) of the respondents were from public sector organizations 
and about 62% (n = 278) were from the private sector. A little over 25% of the respondents were 
from public sector educational institutions with the remainder fairly evenly divided between 
public/governmental organizations and private sector manufacturing, high tech, banking, 
insurance, retail, and service organizations. A slight majority of the sample was male (54.7%).  
Respondents were predominantly 30 or more years old (71.4%) and held a bachelor’s degree or 
higher (80%). Over 60% of the respondents had four or more years of work experience.  
Protection of Human Subjects 
 The human rights of subjects were protected in this study. The study was exempted from 
review and approval to carry out the study was obtained from the Louisiana State University 
Institutional Review Board (IRB # 2315). Employees participating in the study were informed 
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verbally by the researcher, human resource personnel and/or by a fact sheet about the purpose of 
the study and the time it takes to complete the instrument. Also, participants were informed that 
participation is voluntary. Responses to the survey were anonymous. Access to the data was 
limited to the researcher and authors of the LTSI. The data collection tool for this research was a 
survey instrument comprised of the translated LTSI, organizational learning scales, and a section 
for demographic variables. 
Instrumentation 
The LTSI developed by Holton and Bates (2002) and the organizational learning 
measures developed by Holton and Kaiser (2000) were used in this study. Permission to use 
these instruments was granted by the instrument developers. The LTSI is a diagnostic tool used 
to assess the factors that influence learning transfer and to assess transfer systems in 
organizations. It is an 89-item instrument (see Appendix A) with two sections. The first section 
contains training-specific constructs that reference a specific training program completed by the 
respondents. With LTSI, this section involves 63 items representing 11 constructs (see Table 2). 
The constructs for this section are learner readiness, motivation to transfer learning, positive 
personal outcomes, negative personal outcomes, personal capacity for transfer, peer support, 
supervisor support, supervisor sanctions, perceived content validity, transfer design, and 
opportunity to use training. The second section of the LTSI contains 26 items; measuring five 
constructs that reference training-in-general in the respondent’s organization (see Table 2). These 
constructs are transfer effort-performance, performance-outcomes, openness to change, 
performance self-efficacy, and performance coaching. For a complete review of the LTSI 
constructs and construct definition, see Appendix B. Respondents were asked to rate items using 
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a Likert type scale with 1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither Disagree nor Agree; 4 
= Agree; and 5 = Strongly Agree as anchors.    
 The third section of the instrument included new scales and items measuring 
organizational learning with four subscales (knowledge indeterminancy, learning latitude, 
organizational unity, and innovation) (see Appendix C). The measure of knowledge 
indeterminancy had five items.  This construct is defined as the perceived belief of employees 
that knowledge is not fixed, that everyone may be a source of knowledge, and that no one 
individual knows everything. The second subscale is learning latitude, which included four 
items. This construct measures the individual’s freedom for independent thinking and the 
openness of the organization’s culture to new ideas.  The third subscale was organizational unity 
and it included five items. This construct measures the perceived belief that all organizational 
employees are of one state of mind, working toward the achievement of common goals, for the 
benefit of the entire organization. The fourth subscale was innovation. This construct measures 
the perceived ability of the organization to adopt and/or create new ideas and to implement these 
ideas in the development of new products and services and work processes. The four subscales 
use a Likert-type response rating scale with answers ranging from 1 = Not True to 6 = True. 
 The fourth section included six demographic items formulated by the researcher. These 
items asked respondents about their gender, age, level of education, years of experience in the 
current organization, type of training program attended, and their choice of training. Other 
information such as type of the organization (e.g., public vs. private) and sector of the 
organization (e.g., high-tech) were determined by the researcher. The instrument took about 25 
minutes to complete.  
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Instrument Translation Process 
 Since all the scales used in this study were developed in English, a rigorous English-to-
Arabic translation process was used that included an iterative process of forward translation, 
backward translation, assessment for clarity and correctness, and subjective and objective 
evaluation. The goal of the translation and various evaluation procedures was to produce an 
Arabic version of the items that were equivalent in meaning to the original English versions. 
This last point is important because our objective was an equivalent translation not an 
identical word-by-word translation. Equivalent translations emphasize functional equivalence or 
the equivalence of meaning of the survey items between the original and translated instruments.  
Functional equivalence helps to ensure that the measures work in the new target culture as well 
as they did in the original culture because the translation is based on achieving equivalence in 
meaning rather than just the form of the sentence or word-by-word translation. Based on 
recommendations from the literature regarding the best practices of translating instruments, the 
following rigorous translation procedures used in this study are summarized below:  
1. Forward translation.  Two bilinguals from Jordan (including the researcher) who are Ph. D. 
students at Louisiana State University (LSU) with a major in Human Resource Education 
(HRE) and economics translated the LTSI and organizational learning measures from 
English into Arabic. Both bilinguals produced their own individual translations, compared 
results, discussed discrepancies, and then collaborated and reached agreement on one final 
Arabic version.    
2. Back translation. Two different bilinguals, who are also Ph. D. students with a major in 
mathematics at LSU, who had never seen the original version of the LTSI, translated the 
ALTSI and organizational learning measures (Arabic version) back into English. The 
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translators produced individual translations, compared results, discussed discrepancies, and 
then collaborated and reached agreement on one final English version.    
3. Assessment for clarity and correctness (subjective evaluation). An author of the original 
LTSI compared both English versions (original LTSI and the back-translated LTSI) to 
ensure that the items are equivalent in meaning. With regard to the LTSI items, 
discrepancies in meaning were found in 16 items (5, 6, 8, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 23, 
28, 29, 30, and 57).  The problem in these discrepancies were the use of the word “practice” 
in the translated version rather than the words use, try, and utilize that were used in the 
original version. Other problematic items used words such as “efforts” instead of 
“performance” (item 64); “not like” instead of “criticize” (item 46); “disagree” instead of 
“reluctant” (item 77); “like to change” instead of “open to change” (item 75). Several other 
items (25, 27, 47, 60, 72, 79, 85, and 89) were unclear in meaning or had missing words. In 
the organizational learning scale items, three items were found to be troubling in meaning 
such as using the word “solutions” instead of “better solutions” (item 90), using “remain 
competitive” instead of “become more competitive” in item 106, and added extra words in 
item 99 (to a degree).  In all these items, the author of the LTSI believed the discrepancies or 
other problems substantially changed the meaning of the sentences. The researcher corrected 
these discrepancies by re-translating those items to the target language (from English into 
Arabic) and then giving them to one of the back translators who re-back translated from 
Arabic into English.  One of the authors of the LTSI re-evaluated the new translation again 
for accuracy and closeness in meaning. In the second round of translation, eight items (12, 
13, 15, 20, 24, 26, 57, 91, and 99) still had minor problems such as missing words in a 
sentence and minor English grammatical differences (present tense vs. future tense) and 
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were re-translated and back-translated as before. The third round of translation had no 
problems and the author was satisfied that the back-translated items were equivalent in 
meaning to the original items. 
4. Establishment of Equivalence (objective evaluation).  Following the subjective evaluation, a 
more ‘objective’ approach was used to further establish meaning equivalence. In this 
evaluation, a group of 19 native English speakers (HRE graduate students and other HRD 
professionals) from the School of Human Resource Education at Louisiana State University 
rated the equivalence of meaning between the original LTSI and organizational learning 
items and the back-translated (English) items. The evaluation process proposed by Sperber 
et al. (1994) which provided an objective evaluation of both versions (see Table 5) was used.  
The authors proposed two criteria to conduct such an evaluation: 1) comparability of 
language, and 2) similarity of interpretability. Items were presented in pairs (original and 
back translated item) and were rated using the two scales described below. A 7-point Likert-
type rating scale was used where 1 indicated “not at all comparable – not at all similar” in 
meaning to 7 “extremely comparable – extremely similar” in meaning. Items with mean 
ratings below four on both scales were put through the forward and backward translation 
process until adequate meaning equivalence was established. The means and standard 
deviations for both objective measures are listed in Appendix E. In the comparability of 
language measure, three items (33, 66, and 41) had values below 4.0 (3.77, 3.91, and 3.95).  
These items were translated into Arabic and again back-translated into English. In the 
similarity of interpretability measure, all items exhibited values above 4.0 indicating that all 
items had similar meaning.  
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5. Pilot testing.  The LTSI Arabic version was sent to Jordan for review by five employees who 
come from different educational backgrounds (graduate level, undergraduate level, and high 
school graduates). The employees were asked to complete the instrument, identify any items 
they thought were ambiguous, and make any other comments they wished about instrument 
improvement. The comments on the returned instruments were positive and encouraging.  
These comments were: “the items in the instrument are easy to understand and respond to”; 
“the items represent their thoughts and worry about the usefulness of training”; and “even 
though the instruments are too long, they are comprehensive and complete”. This feedback 
did not lead to any additional changes. The final version of the Arabic version can be found 
in Appendix C. 
Table 5. Objective Evaluation of Instrument Equivalency.  
Original item Back-translated Version   
 
1) 1) A) Comparability of Language 
Not At All Moderately      Extremely 
Comparable Comparable     Comparable 
1           2                 3        4      5          6       7 
B) Similarity of Interpretation 
Not At All Moderately       Extremely 
Similar  Similar                Similar 
1           2                3        4      5           6       7 
 
Note. Adopted from “Cross-cultural translation: Methodology and validation,” by A. D. Sperber, R. F. Devellis, and 
B. Boehlecke, 1994, Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 25, p. 508.  
   
Data Collection Procedures 
During the researcher’s visit to Jordan in January 2002, contacts were initiated with two 
human resource managers and two CEOs, all of whom showed both interest and willingness to 
cooperate in the study. During the months of June, July, and August of 2003, the researcher used 
his personal contacts and relationships to gain access to information about the date, time, and 
 54
location of training. This process led to the identification of 28 organizations that showed interest 
in the study. The human resource managers, the CEO, or the training coordinators within each 
selected organization were verbally informed about the purpose of the study, the target 
population, time to complete the instrument, and confidentiality issues. Verbal consent was 
obtained from each organization to administer the questionnaire. 
In this study, the ALTSI was administered in Jordan at varying time lengths following an 
episode of organizational training. Time varied from directly after training to six months after 
training. Holton et al. (2000) mentioned that the LTSI could be administered directly after 
training to diagnose participants’ perceptions about what they will meet when they return to their 
jobs as well as 30-60 days after training to diagnose perceptions of the learning transfer system.  
When distributed immediately after a training program, either the researcher or the administrator 
of the training distributed and collected the instruments. In the other cases, the instruments were 
distributed to trainees through the human resources personnel, who in turn collected them and 
returned them to the researcher. Differences between times of administration of the instrument 
were recorded. Training participants were informed either by the administrator of the instruments 
and/or through a fact sheet (see Appendix A) about the purpose of the study, the time it takes to 
complete the questionnaire, and issues related to anonymity and confidentiality of information. 
Data Analysis Procedures 
 The research questions in this study were analyzed using an SPSS software package.  
The methodology for answering each research question is described below. 
Research Question One  
The first research question asked, “Will exploratory factor analysis of the ALTSI result in 
an interpretable factor structure consistent with the original LTSI?”  Factor analysis was used to 
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answer the first research question. There are two types of factor analysis: exploratory factor 
analysis and confirmatory factor analysis. Exploratory factor analysis is primarily used in the 
early stages of instrument development when the researcher is trying to determine the underlying 
structure of the instrument. Confirmatory factor analysis is used to confirm the structure of the 
measuring instrument. Since this is the first time the LTSI was used with a population in Jordan, 
the exploratory data analysis was more appropriate to use. 
Factor analysis is a multivariate statistical technique used to examine the intercorrelations 
among a large set of variables, and then attempt to find a smaller number of constructs that still 
capture those relationships (Ary et al., 1996; Benson & Nasser, 1998). The objective of 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is to “reduce the number of dimensions necessary to describe 
the relationships among the variables” (Gardner, 2001, p. 243).  In other words, EFA will 
uncover the underlying structure of the ALTSI, thereby allowing understanding of the simple 
structure of the measuring instrument. There are certain steps to follow when using factor 
analysis.  These steps include: extracting factors, deciding on how many factors to retain, and 
rotating factors to an interpretable and more meaningful solution. 
In exploratory factor analysis, there are two methods of extraction: common factor 
analysis and principal component analysis. Principal component analysis is used for prediction 
(Hair et al., 1998; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) and for data reduction (Floyd & Widaman, 
1995).  It is less appropriate for exploratory use because a) it does not account for error variance 
and attempts to explain everything by placing ones on the diagonal of the correlation matrix as 
an estimate of communalities (meaning that all variance, even error, is appropriate to explain); 
and b) it attempts to “represent all of the variance of the observed variables” (Floyd & Widaman, 
1995, p. 294).  
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On the other hand, principal axis factoring (or common factor analysis) was more 
appropriate to use in this study because the purpose of the analysis is to uncover the underlying 
structure of the instrument. This method has the advantage of accounting for error variance when 
extractions are made, uses squared multiple correlations (SMC) of each variable with the 
remainder of the variables when calculating initial communalities, and places communalities on 
the diagonal of the input correlation matrix “to represent only the common variance of each 
variable” (Floyd & Widaman, 1995, p. 292) and to remove the unique (error) variance.   
Communalities are the percentage of variance in the variable accounted for by the 
common factors, which are then used to extract factors (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & 
Strahan, 1999; Floyd & Widaman, 1995; Hair et al., 1998). When the communalities are between 
.40-.70 which is moderate in nature, it is advisable to use a sample size of 200 subjects or more 
for factor analysis, to produce an accurate estimate of the population parameters (Fabrigar et al., 
1999). Finally, using principal axis factoring produces more accurate estimates of cross-loadings, 
communalities, factor loadings, and factor correlations than does principal component analysis 
because it accounts for error variance and uses the shared variance as an estimate of 
communalities on the diagonal of the correlation matrix (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Floyd & 
Widaman, 1995).    
The overall measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) for the whole data set and for 
individual items was used to determine the appropriateness of factor analysis. Hair et al. (1998) 
suggested values above .90 to be excellent while values below .60 should be deemed 
unacceptable. 
When determining the number of factors to extract, the visual scree plot and an 
eigenvalue greater than or equal to one was used (Benson & Nasser, 1998). An eigenvalue 
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represents the total variance explained by the factor (Benson & Nasser, 1998). However, in this 
study, it was appropriate to explore alternative factor structures other than that suggested by the 
eigenvalue greater than one criterion. This allowed for the exploration of factor structures that 
are more meaningful or conform more closely to established theory.    
 Visual scree plots were consulted to determine the number of factors to extract. The 
visual scree plot separates the scree of trivial factors from the cliff of nontrivial factors (Benson 
& Nasser, 1998).  As a general rule the scree plot usually results in at least one, and sometimes 
two or three more factors being considered significant than does the eigenvalue standard.  
Subjective evaluation and visual inspection were satisfactory determinants (Floyd & Widaman, 
1995). 
Once the factors have been extracted, the next step is to rotate them as an aid in the 
interpretation of those factors. The main goal behind factor rotation is to produce a simple 
structure (Gorsuch, 1997) where each variable has the highest loading on its major factor, and 
the lowest loading on the remaining factors. Because the latent constructs in this study are 
expected to be correlated, a restriction placed on factors by orthogonal rotation, oblique rotation 
with direct oblimin was performed. With oblique rotation, the factor pattern matrix was used 
because the values are “standardized regression weights (betas) reflecting the relationship 
between the variable and a factor, after partialling out the relationship between the variable and 
the remaining factors” (Benson & Nasser, 1998, p. 27). The pattern matrix was more appropriate 
to examine than the structure matrix because “we are interested in the unique variance accounted 
for by each factor” (Morgan & Casper, 2000, p. 310). Finally, items were considered for 
retention on factors when they have a loading value above .30.    
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 In conclusion, the following data were reported: 
1. The overall MSA value for the data to ensure the appropriateness of the data for factor 
analysis. 
2. The initial communalities for all items as well as the ending communalities (after 
iteration and rotation) (see Appendix F).  
3. The overall percentage of variance accounted for by all factors and by each factor 
separately. 
4. Rotated factor loadings for each factor. 
5. Factor correlation matrix. 
6. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated on each of the factors (Cronbach, 1951). According to 
Perneger et al. (1995), coefficient alphas greater than .70 are acceptable for early stages 
of scale development. 
7. Descriptive statistics including the mean and standard deviation on each of the factor-
subscales was calculated. 
Research Questions Two and Three 
 Research question two states, “Do individual perceptions of the ALTSI factors differ 
systematically across participant demographic characteristics including gender, age, level of 
education, and years of experience in the current organization?”  Research question three asked, 
“Do individual perceptions of the ALTSI factors differ systematically across types of training, 
choice of training, sector of the organization (public vs. private), and task of the organization 
(e.g., manufacturing, high-tech, banking, and insurance)?” Investigating these demographic 
variables will help advance our understanding of their importance in building effective transfer 
systems and training programs in organizations. For example, if the ALTSI factors differed 
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depending on gender then HRD professionals can build training programs that is tailored to 
males and females. If the transfer systems are different depending on education level, then we 
can intervene to build literacy programs to advance employee skill levels as an initial step then 
build training programs that is tailored to each education level.     
 Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was used to identify the differences in 
Arabic transfer system distinctiveness among the variables mentioned in questions two and three. 
MANOVA is an extension of analysis of variance (ANOVA) in that it can accommodate more 
than one dependent variable.  As with ANOVA, the independent variables in MANOVA are a 
categorical variable, and the focal point is on the differences between levels of each categorical 
variable. Nevertheless, what makes MANOVA a multivariate procedure is that it examines the 
differences between groups for more than one dependent variable simultaneously (Hair et al., 
1998). Moreover, MANOVA was been chosen because it accommodates multiple dependent 
variables while controlling for the Type I error that can be inflated when multiple univariate 
analyses of variance are employed (Gardner, 2001). 
 In both of these research questions, the scale scores for the ALTSI constructs were 
treated as the dependent variables, whereas the different levels of the categorical variables 
mentioned in research questions two and three (e.g., age, level of education, and type of training) 
were treated as the independent variables. Each independent variable was tested separately.      
 In the case where significant differences among levels of the independent variables were 
detected (meaning that the collection of the dependent variables differed among levels of the 
independent variable), MANOVA analysis was then followed with univariate analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) and post hoc comparisons utilizing Tukey’s test at an alpha level of .05.      
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Tukey’s test is one of the most conservative post hoc methods because it maintains the 
experiment-wise error rate at the pre-determined alpha level (Hinkle, Wiersma, Jurs, 1998). 
 The tests of significance used with MANOVA are Hotelling’s Trace, Pillai’s Trace, 
Wilk’s Lambda, and Roy’s Largest Root when assessing the difference between group means. 
Pillai’s Trace was the test of significance used in this study because it is not affected by 
violations of MANOVA assumptions, and it is widely recommended (Gardner, 2001). However, 
the other tests of significance along with their effect size and power were reported in this study 
to provide additional information about their similarities and differences with each other. In the 
event that the independent variable had two levels (e.g., gender), Hotelling T2 was used; 
otherwise if the independent variable had more than two levels (e.g., levels of education), the 
ordinary MANOVA was used (Hair et al., 1998). 
 Finally, MANOVA assumptions were considered in this study. The first assumption was 
the equivalence of the variance/covariance matrices across all groups.  Fortunately, if the groups 
are of roughly equal size (i. e., if the size of the largest group divided by the size of the smallest 
group is equal or less than 1.5), a violation of this assumption has minimal impact (Hair et al., 
1998). The Box’s M test was used to check for this assumption. Usually, values below .05 
indicate a violation of this assumption.    
The second assumption (homogeneity of variance) was tested using Leven’s test of 
equality of error variance. However, if the groups are roughly of equal size then a violation of 
this assumption has a minimal impact. The last assumption states that any linear combination of 
the dependent variables must follow a normal distribution. This assumption was tested by 
visually inspecting skewness, kurtosis, and the histogram for each dependent variable. 
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Research Question Four 
Research question four states, “Do learning transfer system factors explain a significant 
portion of the variance in organizational learning characteristics in Jordanian organizations?  
This research question involved two types of analysis: 
(a) Do learning transfer system factors explain a significant portion of the variance in 
an overall measure of organizational learning? 
(b) Do learning transfer system factors explain a significant portion of the variance in 
individual facets of organizational learning, including knowledge indeterminancy, 
learning latitude, organizational unity, and innovation? 
 In this analysis, the independent variables were scale scores created by summing the 
items on each factor for constructs of the ALTSI.  An alpha level of .05 was set a priori. The four 
measures of organizational learning (knowledge indeterminancy, learning latitude, organizational 
unity, and innovation) (Kaiser, 2000) were treated as the dependent variables, and a scale score 
for each dependent variable was calculated. Moreover, a composite score (summing all the items 
resulted from factor analysis divided by the number of items) was created for an overall measure 
of organizational learning.   
Regression analysis is a statistical technique that can be used to analyze the relationship 
between a dependent variable and independent variable(s) (Hinkle et al., 1998). When the 
number of independent variables exceeds two it is called multiple regression (MR) analysis. The 
objective of MR analysis is to provide information about the percentage of variance explained in 
the dependent variable by a group of independent variables (Hair et al., 1998). With regard to 
sample size, Hair et al. recommend employing a minimum of 15 subjects per independent 
variable.  
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MR analysis with full model entry (where the ALTSI factors were entered into the 
regression model all together) was used to answer the fourth research question.  A separate 
regression analysis was performed for each dependent variable.  The goal was to find out if 
independent variables explained a significant portion of the variance in each measure of 
organizational learning and in an overall composite score of organizational learning. This 
analysis was then followed with a hierarchical multiple regression to partition out the unique 
variance explained by each construct domain of the ALTSI. Moreover, information such as the 
correlation matrix, R Square, adjusted R Square, Beta weights, and the standard error of estimate 
were reported.      
There are different assumptions associated with MR such as normality of the error term 
distribution, homoscedasticity (the variance of errors are expected to be the same at all levels of 
the independent variables), and independence of errors (Hair et al., 1998; Pedhazur, 1997). The 
first two assumptions were tested while the last assumption was assumed. Moreover, outliers and 
influential observations were checked (Bates, Holton, & Burnett, 1999). The standardized 
residual with values above the absolute value of two was used to indicate outliers, while Cook’s 
D with values above one were used to indicate influential observations (Pedhazur, 1997). 
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CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 
 This chapter presents the results of the construct validation of the Learning Transfer 
System Inventory (LTSI) in Jordan. The demographic profile of the respondents is presented 
first.  The results of each research question follow the demographic data.  
Demographic Profile 
The demographic data collected in this study included gender, age, level of education, 
years of experience in the current organization, types of training, choice of training, sector of the 
organization (public vs. private), and task of the organization.   
Gender of Respondents 
Slightly more than half (54.7%) of the respondents were male (see Table 6). 
Table 6. Sample Description by Gender. 
Gender N Percent 
Male 
Female 
Total 
246 
204 
450 
54.7 
45.3 
100.0 
 
Age of Respondents 
 
The respondents were asked to indicate their age by marking one of five categories. Most 
participants in this sample were 30 or more years old (n = 321 or 71.4%). The age category with 
the highest percentage of responses was 30-39 years (37.1%). Only 3.1% (n = 14) of respondents 
were under the age of 21 and 11.6% (n = 52) were older than 45 years. Table 7 provides a 
summary of the age distribution for the sample.  
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Table 7. Sample Description by Age. 
Age in Years N Percent 
<21 
21-29 
30-39 
40-44 
≥45 
Total 
14 
115 
167 
102 
52 
450 
3.1 
25.6 
37.1 
22.7 
11.6 
100.0 
  
Educational Level of Respondents 
  
In terms of educational level, most respondents (n = 360 or 80%) had completed a 
bachelor’s degree or higher (see Table 8). About 16% were high school graduates, and about 
four percent had not completed high school. 
Table 8. Sample Description by Educational Level. 
Education N Percent 
 Less than High School 
High School Graduate 
Bachelor’s Degree 
Master’s Degree 
Doctorate Degree 
Total 
19 
71 
311 
44 
5 
450 
4.2 
15.8 
69.1 
9.8 
1.1 
100.0 
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Years of Experience in the Current Organization 
Table 9 shows the distribution of the respondents by years of experience in the 
organization in which they currently work. The respondents’ years of experience fell into two 
major categories: 42% (n = 189) of the respondents had work experience that ranged between 
four to ten years, while 23.6% (n = 106) had work experience that ranged between 11-17 years.  
About 16% of respondents reported less than four years of experience. 
Table 9. Sample Description by Work Experience in Years. 
Work Experience N Percent 
Less than 4 years 
4-10 years 
11-17 years 
More than 17 years 
Total 
74 
189 
106 
81 
450 
16.4 
42.0 
23.6 
18.0 
100.0 
 
Types of Training Attended  
The respondents were asked to respond to an open-ended question to indicate the types of 
training they had most recently completed. Their responses were almost equally distributed 
among nine general types of training (see Table 10). 
Table 10. Sample Information by Types of Training. 
Types of Training N Percent 
Computer/Library 
Technical 
Interpersonal 
New Employee Orientation 
61 
55 
55 
50 
13.6 
12.2 
12.2 
11.1 
(table cont.) 
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Managerial 
Safety 
Accidents & Compensation 
Web Page Design 
Customer Relations 
Total 
49 
48 
47 
46 
39 
 
450 
10.9 
10.7 
10.4 
10.2 
8.7 
 
100.0 
 
Choice of Training of Respondents 
 Table 11 presents the distribution of the respondents by their choice to attend training.  
Respondents were asked to select whether their participation in the training on which they based 
their responses to the ALTSI was voluntary or mandatory. Voluntary training indicated that 
trainees had a choice in attending training. On the other hand, mandatory training required 
participation.  Slightly more than half of the respondents (n = 234 or 53.5%) reported the training 
on which they based their responses to the ALTSI scales was mandatory.  
Table 11. Sample Information by Choice of Training. 
Training Choice N Percent 
Mandatory 
Voluntary 
Total 
234 
203 
437 
53.5 
46.5 
100.0 
 
Sector of Organization of Respondents  
Table 12 presents the distribution of the respondents by sector (public vs. private) of the 
organization. Over 60% of respondents (n = 278 or 61.8%) worked in private sector 
organizations. 
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Table 12. Sample Information by Sector of the Organization. 
Sector of the Organization N Percent 
Public 
Private 
Total 
172 
278 
450 
38.2 
61.8 
100.0 
 
Task of Organization for Respondents 
Table 13 presents the distribution of the respondents by task of the organization. Over 
25% of the respondents worked in organizations that provided education (e. g., public sector 
universities). Other than a relatively small percentage of responses from the service industry 
(5.6%), respondents were fairly evenly spread across manufacturing, high tech, banking, 
insurance, retail, and government.   
Table 13. Sample Information by Task of the Organization. 
Task of the Organization N Percent 
Public/Education 
Insurance 
Public/Government 
High Tech 
Banking 
Retailer 
Manufacturing 
Service Industry 
Total 
116 
57 
56 
55 
53 
46 
42 
25 
450 
25.8 
12.7 
12.4 
12.2 
11.8 
10.2 
9.3 
5.6 
100.0 
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Research Question One 
Research question one asks “Will exploratory factor analysis of the ALTSI result in an 
interpretable factor structure consistent with the original LTSI?” Principle axis factoring was 
performed utilizing the oblique rotation method to uncover the underlying structure of the LTSI 
in Jordan (an Arabic culture). The ALTSI consisted of 89 items measuring two construct 
domains: the training-specific domain with 63 items and the training-in-general domain with 26 
items.  The two sections of the ALTSI were analyzed separately.   
Before conducting exploratory factor analysis, the data were screened in several ways to 
ensure their normality and appropriateness for factor analysis. With respect to normality, visual 
inspection of the histogram, mean, median, mode, skewness, and kurtosis for each item and for 
the whole data shows that the data were normally distributed.   
With regard to the appropriateness of the data for factor analysis, two statistical tests 
(overall Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) and the Bartlett Test of Sphericity) were 
conducted. MSA is an index used to determine the appropriateness of the data for factor analysis 
(Hair et al., 1998). The MSA assesses the degree of intercorrelations among variables and 
provides information about the appropriateness of the data for factor analysis. An (MSA) value 
above .70 shows that there is meaningful variance to explain and that the data are suitable for 
factor analysis. According to Hair et al. (1998), an MSA value below .60 is considered poor and 
potentially unacceptable, whereas values above .80 are considered meritorious. On the other 
hand, the Bartlett Test of Sphericity measures the “overall significance of all correlations within 
a correlation matrix” (Hair et al., 1998, p. 88). The null hypothesis states that there is no factor 
structure for the data at hand, then the goal is to reject the null hypothesis. A p-value below .05 
indicates that there is a factor structure for the data and it is appropriate to run factor analysis. 
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The results of the MSA (.87) and the Bartlett Test of Sphericity (p < .05) indicated that the data 
were suitable for factor analysis. 
MSA values can be applied to the data set as a whole as well as to individual variables.  
When MSA values for individual variables fall below .60 their deletion from the data set may be 
an appropriate measure to improve overall factorability. Another indication of the factorability of 
the data set was the item-to-respondent ratios, which ranged from 7.10:1 to 7.06:1 for the 
training-specific domain and 21.1:1 for the training-in-general domain. As a general rule, the 
minimum item-to-respondents ratio should be 5:1 (Hair et al., 1998).   
To justify the application of factor analysis, it is important to ensure that the correlations 
of the data matrix for the variables have a substantial number of correlations above .30 (Hair et 
al., 1998). Visual inspection of the data matrix revealed a substantial number of correlations 
greater than .30. Moreover, the anti-image correlation matrix (with negative partial correlations) 
indicated a low partial correlation between the variables. The anti-image correlation matrix is 
important to consider because it includes information about partial correlations. Low partial 
correlations suggest “true” underlying factors exist because the variables can be explained by the 
factor that loads on each variable.  
Finally, there are certain assumptions associated with factor analysis. These assumptions 
are multivariate normality, homoscedasticity, and linearity. According to Hair et al. (1998),   
these assumptions are more conceptual than statistical. Only multivariate normality is necessary 
if a statistical test is applied to the significance of the factors. The Bartlett Test of Sphericity with 
p < .05 confirmed this assumption. 
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Training-Specific Domain 
The training-specific domain asked respondents to reference their responses to a specific 
training program. This section of the instrument contained 63 items. The overall MSA for this 
section was .87 indicating the data was appropriate for factor analysis. Before conducting factor 
analysis, the MSA value for each item was investigated. All individual items had adequate MSA 
values (above .60) except for items 20, 21, 24, 44, and 45 with values of .50, .54, .42, .55, and 
.54 respectively. These five items were deleted from further analysis. In specific terms, 18 items 
had an MSA value above .90; 23 had an MSA value between .80 and .89; 11 had an MSA value 
between .70 and .79; and six had an MSA value between .60 and .69. 
Exploratory factor analysis procedures were completed for the purpose of identifying the 
latent constructs underlying the data. The criteria for determining how many factors to extract 
included the eigenvalue greater than one rule, and a visual inspection of both the scree plot (Ary 
et al., 1996) and several trial solutions. The initial analysis was run without specifying how many 
factors to retain. This procedure resulted in 15 factors explaining 62.86% of the common 
variance. However, this factor structure included three factors containing only one item that 
cross-loaded across multiple factors. Based on the previous analysis and after consulting the 
scree plot, the next analysis was run by specifying 12 factors to extract. A 12-factor solution 
appeared to provide a conceptual and theoretical representation of learning transfer system 
factors in Jordan.     
The 12-factor solution explained 57.24% of the common variance and produced a more 
meaningful structure (see Table 14). Moreover, the residual correlation matrix was examined and 
no meaningful residuals were found, suggesting that the 12-factor structure was appropriate and 
that no more factors could be extracted. The 12 factors were named similar to the factors found 
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in the original LTSI with the exception of two additional factors (environmental obstacles to 
transfer and job space & transfer consequences) which emerged as a result of the combination of 
two factors for each. These factors were described as follow:  
1. Transfer design. The first factor included six items with a reliability estimate of .87 
and accounted for approximately 20% of the total variance in all items. Transfer 
design measures the extent to which training has been designed and delivered to give 
trainees the ability to transfer learning to the job. This factor included items such as 
“the activities and exercises the trainers used helped know how to apply my learning 
on the job” and “the trainer(s) used lots of examples that showed me how I could use 
my learning on the job”.      
2.  Environmental obstacles to transfer. This factor included four items with a reliability 
estimate of .72 and accounted for 5.7% of the total variance. This factor measures the 
degree to which supervisors’ control of resources at work such as budgets, materials, 
and supplies hinder the application of learning on the job without their approval. This 
factor included items such as “my supervisor opposes the use of the techniques I 
learned in training” and “it will be hard to get materials and supplies I need to use the 
skills and knowledge learned in training”. 
3. Personal outcomes-positive. This factor included four items (α = .85) related to 
behaviors such as applying training on the job will result in outcomes that are positive 
for the individual (e.g., salary increase). It accounted for 4.9% of the total variance. 
This factor included items such as “if I use my training, I will receive a salary 
increase” and “if I use what I learn in training, it will help me get higher performance 
ratings”.   
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4. Peer support. The fourth factor included four items (α = .85) related to the extent to 
which peers reinforce and support the use of learning on the job, and it accounted for 
4.3% of the total variance. This factor included items such as “my colleagues 
appreciate my using new skills I have learned in training” and “my colleagues 
encourage me to use the skills I have learned in training”.  
5.  Supervisor sanctions. This factor included four items (α = .71) related to the extent to 
which individuals perceive negative responses from supervisors when applying 
skilled learned in training. It accounted for 4.1% of the total variance. This factor 
included items such as “my supervisor will object if I try to use this training on the 
job” and “my supervisor will oppose the use of techniques I learned in this training. 
6. Supervisor support. This factor included six items (α = .85) related to the extent to 
which supervisors support and reinforce use of training on the job. It accounted for 
3.3% of the total variance. This factor included items such as “my supervisor meets 
with me to discuss ways to apply training on the job” and “my supervisor lets me 
know I am doing a good job when I use my training”.  
7. Motivation to transfer. The seventh factor contained four items (α = .76) related to the 
direction, intensity, and persistence of effort toward utilizing in a work setting skills 
and knowledge learned. This factor accounted for 3.1% of the total variance and 
included items such as “training will increase my personal productivity” and “I 
believe that training will help me do my current job better”.  
8. Learner readiness. This factor included four items (α = .75) and accounted for 2.7% 
of the total variance. This factor is related to the extent to which individuals are 
prepared to enter and participate in training. It included items such as “prior to the 
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training, I knew how the program was supposed to affect my performance” and 
“before the training, I had a good understanding of how it would fit my job-related 
development”.  
9. Content validity. This factor included five items (α = .77) related to the extent to 
which trainees judge training content to accurately reflect job requirements. It 
accounted for 2.6% of the total variance. This factor included items such as “the 
methods used in training are very similar to how we do it on the job” and “the 
situations used in training are very similar to those I encounter on my job”.  
10. Job space & transfer consequences. The tenth factor included three items (α = .48) 
that accounted for 2.4% of the total variance. This factor measures the extent to which 
people recognize that using training on the job is associated with certain 
consequences. For example, trainees perceived that if they had time in their schedule 
to use training then they will likely get a raise. However, if trainees did not use their 
time wisely to apply training on the job they might be reprimand. This factor included 
items such as “successfully using this training will help me get a salary increase” and 
“I have time in my schedule to change the way I do things to fit my new learning”.  
11. Opportunity to use training. This factor included three items (α = .70) related to 
which trainees are provided with or obtain resources and tasks on the job enabling 
them to use training on the job. It accounted for 2.4% of the total variance. This factor 
included items such as “I will get opportunities to use training on the job” and “there 
are enough human resources available to allow me to use skills acquired in training”.    
12. Capacity for transfer. The twelfth factor included two items (α = .55) and accounted 
for 2.3% of the total variance. This factor measures the extent to which individuals 
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have the time, energy, and mental space in their work lives to make changes required 
to transfer learning to the job. This factor included items such as “I don’t have time to 
try to use this training” and “trying to use this training will take too much energy 
away from my other work”. 
Table 14. Factor Loadings for the Training-Specific Domain. 
Factor Item # 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Transfer Design                                             (avg. loading = .59; avg. cross-loading = .05) 
52 .73 .00 .05  .02  -.00  .07   .06  -.01 -.07   .06 -.05  -.00  
54 .67 -.01   .01  -.01  .05  .07  -.04  .02  -.03  -.03  -.02  .03 
51 .63  -.04  .00  -.10  -.01  .03  .14  .04  -.06  .10  .04  -.03 
53 -.04 .10 -.15 .04 .06 .00 .09 .00 -.07 .08 -.05 
55 -.12 .08 -.11 -.03 .00 -.00 .06 -.10 -.06 .06 .02 
50 
.62 
.57 
.36 -.14 -.07 -.12 -.02 .09 .12 .02 -.20 .18 .01 .01 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer           (avg. loading = .60; avg. cross-loading = .07) 
63 -.13 .72 -.07 .06 -.02 .06  .09 .02 .00 .00 .08 -.08 
61 -.05 .65 .00 -.02 -.01  .04 .14 -.08 .00 .01 .00 -.05 
42 .05 .53 -.00 -.11  .07  -.20 -.16 .06 .04 .10 -.05 -.08 
38 -.01 .49 -.08 .23 -.05 .06 -.16 .07 .07 .29 .01 -.02 
Personal-Outcomes Positive                            (avg. loading = .72; avg. cross-loading = .04) 
7 -.00 -.00 .87 .03 -.00 .00 .01 .09 .06 -.03 .07 .02 
8 -.00 -.03 .87 .00 -.01 .01 .02 .06 -.02 -.05 .01 -.02 
6 .06 -.04 .82 .03 .03 -.00 .06 .00 .03 .03 .00 -.04 
15 -.08 -.09 .32 -.14 -.02 .13 .12 .00 -.05 .21 .00 .08 
Peer Support                                                   (avg. loading = .69; avg. cross-loading = .04) 
29 .03 -.00 .00 -.80 -.01 .03 .00 -.05 .11 .08 .10 -.00 
(table cont.) 
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30 .06 .02 .02 -.78 .00 .04 .00 -.03 .03 .01 -.00 .04 
28 .13 -.03 .09 -.63 .03 .08 -.01 .00 .05 .00 .04 .00 
31 -.00 -.03 -.01 -.55 -.09 .16 -.05 .10 -.02 .04 .03 .02 
Supervisor Sanctions                                    (avg. loading = .63; avg. cross-loading = .04) 
35 -.01 -.04 -.03 -.02 .72 .03 -.07 .02 -.05 .09 -.15 -.01 
36 .01 .04 -.13 -.03 .71 .06 -.07 .01 .00 -.01 -.05 .07 
34 .01 -.00 .04 .04 .56 -.01 .06 .02 .00 .07 -.08 -.03 
41 -.02 .02 .05 .03 .53 -.02 .00 -.03 -.02 -.07 .16 -.02 
Supervisor Support                                        (avg. loading = .66; avg. cross-loading = .03) 
39 -.01   .17 .03 .08  -.06  .75 -.05 -.10 .01 .03 .09 .02 
40  .12  .08 -.02  -.03  .00 .72  .07 .02 .07 -.09 -.02 -.02 
33  -.04  -.16  -.00  -.05 .06 .69  -.06 .04 -.04 -.02 -.04 -.01 
43  .09  .03  .05  .02  .02 .65 -.03 .08 .04 -.13 .02 -.02 
32 -.03 -.06 -.03 -.18 .05 .59 .10 .10 -.06 .02 -.05 -.02 
37 .03 -.11 .01 -.12 .03 .57 -.06 -.03 -.01 .09 .02 .01 
Motivation to Transfer                                  (avg. loading = .59; avg. cross-loading = .05) 
3 .03  .00  .11 -.07 .01 -.01  .63 .02 -.03 .08 -.11 .17 
4  .05  .02  .08  .05  -.00  .02 .61 .05 -.02 .07 .03 -.03 
2  .06  .02 .01  -.05  .01  -.01 .57 .06 .11 -.00 .05 .08 
5 .02 .02 .03 .04 .05 .02 .56 .14 -.10 -.05 -.02 .11 
Learner Readiness                                         (avg. loading = .63; avg. cross-loading = .05) 
13 .06  .01 .06  .07 -.05 .08 -.02 .69 .06 -.00 -.13 .00 
10 -.03 -.07  .00 .00  -.04 -.00 -.05 .68 -.05 -.07 .00 .04 
9  -.07  .09  .03 -.05  .04 .04 .14 .60 -.06 .04 .01 .00 
1 .10 .03 .07 .00 -.00 -.09 .16 .54 .02 -.10 .02 .09 
Content Validity                                             (avg. loading = .50; avg. cross-loading = .10) 
47  -.04 -.15 .01  .13 .01 .01 -.00  .15 -.61  .15 .06 .11 
48  .20  .03 .00  .07  .06 .05  .01 .02 -.57 -.00 .06 -.03 
(table cont.) 
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49 .23 .07 -.04 .01 -.03 .07 .23 -.11 -.47 -.18 -.14 .01 
58 .17 -.10 .12 -.09 .00 .02 -.04 .05 -.44 -.07 .23 .00 
59 .13 .11 .09 -.05 -.03 .05 -.05 .11 -.40 -.11 .33 .11 
 Job Space and Transfer Consequences       (avg. loading = .41; avg. cross-loading = .05) 
   22 .07  .10  .26 .02  -.02 .05  -.04  -.13  -.02 .46 -.04 .05 
   23  -.00  .24 .02  -.03 -.01  .03 -.08  -.01 -.08 .44 -.04 -.04 
   25 .05 .01 -.00 -.14 .05 .01 .11 .06 .00 .33 .06 -.01 
Opportunity to Use                                        (avg. loading = .42; avg. cross-loading = .07) 
56  .09  .10  .26  .02  -.02 .05 -.04  -.13  -.14 .08 .50 .10 
57  .14 .24  .02 -.03  -.01 .03 -.08 -.01 -.12 .01 .43 .00 
60 .09 .01 -.00 -.14 .05 .01 .11 .06 -.23 .06 .33 .10 
Capacity for Transfer                                    (avg. loading = .63; avg. cross-loading = .04) 
12 -.08 -.03 -.03 -.02 .00 .00 .00 -.02 .06 .03 -.11 .72 
11 -.01 -.02 .03 -.13 .03 -.03 .03 -.03 -.03 -.04 -.01 .53 
Eigenvalues  11.31 3.28  2.86  2.50  2.40  1.91  1.80  1.55 1.52  1.37  1.36  1.33 
% 19.50  5.66  4.94  4.31  4.14  3.30  3.10  2.67  2.61 2.37  2.36  2.29 
 
Items were retained on factors if they had a minimum factor loading of .30. Items with a 
multiple cross-loading of .20 and above on at least three factors were deleted from the factor. 
The .30 level is a generally accepted minimum factor loading because it indicates that 
approximately 10% of the variance for a corresponding variable has been explained by a factor 
(Tinsley & Tinsley, 1987). The pattern matrix was chosen to examine the data instead of the 
structure matrix because in using the oblique rotation method we were interested in the unique 
variance accounted for by each factor. Also, because the pattern matrix yields partial weights, the 
values in this matrix are more appropriate to interpret (Hair et al., 1998).   
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Using these criteria, 49 items of the original 63 items were retained on the ALTSI and 
accounted for 57.24% of the total variance. Fourteen items were dropped because of low factor 
loadings and cross-loadings. Most items loaded on their respective factors (as suggested by 
previous research with the LTSI) except for items 50 and 51 which loaded on the transfer design 
instead of the opportunity to use factor. Capacity for transfer factor had only two items. Personal 
outcomes-negative did not emerge as a possible factor for learning transfer in Jordan. To a large 
extent the original factor structure of the LTSI was replicated. Ten of the 12 factors matched 
those of the original LTSI. The other two factors (environmental obstacles to transfer and job 
space & transfer consequences) emerged in this analysis from a combination of factors. Factor 
loadings for items retained in this solution ranged from .33 to .87 with an average loading of .59 
on major factor and .05 on the rest of the factors (see Table 14). 
In brief, the loading of items was characterized by an interpretable simple structure, 
meaning that they had high loadings on the major factor and low cross-loadings on the other 
factors. Ten of the 12 constructs hypothesized in the original English version of the instrument 
emerged. Items loading on those factors were highly consistent with the original LTSI items. All 
factors had acceptable reliabilities as estimated by Cronbach’s Alpha except for two factors 
(capacity for transfer and job space & transfer consequences). Scale reliabilities ranged from .70-
.87, with an average alpha of .74. Ten of the 12 scales exceeded Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994) 
suggested minimum reliability of at least .70 for instruments in early stages of development (see 
Table 19). Also, table 19 provides information on means, standard deviations, and reliability 
coefficients for the 12 factors extracted. 
Finally, table 15 provides the factor correlation matrix for the 12 factors. This matrix is 
useful in examining the unique relationship between the constructs. For example, we can derive 
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that trainees’ perceptions of supervisor support is associated with their perceptions of positive 
outcomes once they apply training on the job.   
Table 15. Factor Correlation Matrix for the Training-Specific Domain. 
Factor TD EOT  POP PEER SAN  SUPT MOT LR CV JSTC OPP  CAP  
TD 
EOT 
POP 
PEER 
SAN 
SUPT 
MOT 
LR 
CV 
JSTC 
OPP 
CAP 
-- 
-.06 
.22 
-.25 
.06 
.32 
.27 
.24 
-.32 
.05 
.22 
.26 
 
 -- 
.03 
.09 
.00 
-.04 
-.16 
-.07 
-.02 
.10 
-.19 
-.16  
 
 
-- 
-.37 
.07 
.26 
.23 
.25 
-.27 
.16 
-.03 
.09 
 
 
 
-- 
.00 
-.44 
-.21 
-.11 
.24 
-.09 
-.02 
-.04 
 
 
 
 
-- 
.06 
.06 
-.01 
-.04 
-.02 
-.00 
.14 
 
 
 
 
 
-- 
.18 
.13 
-.27 
.12 
.13 
.14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-- 
.25 
-.17 
-.03 
.08 
.16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-- 
-.15 
.03 
.04 
.16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-- 
-.07 
-.07 
-.11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-- 
.05 
-.04 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-- 
.13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-- 
Note. TD (Transfer Design), EOT (Environmental Obstacles to Transfer), POP (Personal Outcomes-Positive), PEER  
          (Peer Support), SAN (Supervisor Sanctions), SUPT (Supervisor Support), MOT (Motivation to Transfer), LR 
          (Learner Readiness), CV (Content Validity), JSTC (Job Space and Transfer Consequences), OPP 
          (Opportunity to use Training), and CAP (Capacity for Transfer). 
 
Training-in-General Domain  
This section of the instrument contained 26 items. The MSA for the training-in-general 
data set was .85, indicating it was appropriate for factor analysis. All individual items had an 
acceptable MSA value above .60. Three items had an MSA value above .90; 16 items had an 
MSA value between .80 and .89; and seven items had an MSA value between .70 and .79.    
The initial examination of the eigenvalues using the eigenvalue greater than one criterion 
suggested the presence of seven factors, explaining 60.78% of the total variance. Two constructs 
(feedback and effort-performance expectations) split into two different factors. The feedback 
factor structure appeared conceptually to have two different factors. Trainees perceived two 
different types of feedback following the application of their training. The first type of feedback 
was named feedback/advice, because it is related to verbal feedback received from fellow 
workers in the form of advice. An example of items included in this scale was “people often 
make suggestions about how I can improve my job performance”. The second type of feedback 
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was named feedback/help because it is related to actual help trainees received from fellow 
workers as a form of feedback. An example of items included in this construct was “when I try 
new things I have learned, I know who will help me”. The second factor (effort-performance 
expectations) split also into two constructs. However, a conceptual ground for this distinction did 
not seem to be justified. 
 Based on the above discussion and recommendations of the scree plot, a six-factor 
solution was forced. The six-factor solution explained 56.85% of the common variance and it 
represented the most meaningful solution and it was highly consistent with the original LTSI 
(Holton et al., 2000). The seven factors structure was not as sound theoretically because it 
created an extra factor by causing a split in the effort-performance expectations construct. The 
residual matrix was also examined for the six-factor solution and very low correlations existed, 
suggesting that there were no more factors to extract. After using a cut off value of .30, along 
with deleting cross-loadings above .20, 24 items of the original 26 items were retained (see Table 
16). The average loading on major factor was .61 with an average loading of .05 on the rest of 
the factors. Finally, the respondent-to-item ratio was 21.1:1. 
The factors were named similar to those found in the original LTSI as follow (see Table 
16): 
1. Effort-performance expectations. This factor included four items (α = .79) related to 
the extent to which trainees perceive their efforts in applying training on the job to 
result in some type of performance. It accounted for 24.5% of the total variance. This 
factor included items such as “the harder I work at learning, the better I do my job” 
and “the more training I apply on the job”. 
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2. Feedback/advice. This factor included four items (α = .79) related to the type of 
feedback trainees receive when applying training on the job. It accounted for 8.7% of 
the variance. This factor included items such as “people often make suggestions about 
how I can improve my job performance” and “after training, I get feedback from 
people on how well I am applying what I learn”. 
3. Performance-outcomes expectations. The third factor included four items (α = .83) 
explaining 7.5% of the total variance and it is related to the expectations that changes 
in job performance will lead to valued outcomes. This factor included items such as 
“when I do things to improve my performance, good things happen to me” and “my 
job is ideal for someone who likes to get rewarded when they do something really 
good”. 
4. Resistance/openness to change. This factor included five items (α = .53) measuring 
the degree to which trainees perceive their work groups as open or reluctant to 
change. It accounted for 6.0% of the change. This factor included items such as “my 
group is reluctant to try new ways of doing things” and “my workgroup is open to 
change if it will improve our job performance”. 
5. Feedback/help. The fifth factor included three items (α = .73) measuring the extent to 
which trainees received actual help when trying to apply training on the job. It 
accounted for 4.9% of the variance. This factor included items such as “when I try 
new things I have learned, I know who will help me” and “if my performance is not 
what it should be, people will help me improve”. 
6. Self-efficacy. This factor included four items (α = .80) measuring the level of 
confidence trainees have in their ability to change their performance when they want 
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to. It accounted for 4.3% of the total variance. This factor included items such as “I 
am confident in my ability to use new skills at work” and “I never doubt my ability to 
use newly learned skills on the job”. 
Table 16. Factor Loadings for the Training-in-General Domain. 
Factor Item # 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Effort Performance-Expectations                             (avg. loading = .63; avg. cross-loading = .06) 
66 .76 -.00 .05 -.04 .00 -.02 
65 .64 -.00 .07 .09 .03 -.11 
69 .59 -.03 -.16 -.06 -.13 -.08 
71 .53 .00 -.07 .02 -.14 -.14 
Feedback/Advice                                                        (avg. loading = .61; avg. cross-loading = .07) 
81 -.07 .76 .00 .04 -.08 -.01 
80 -.02 .73 .02 -.03 -.17 -.13 
79 .14 .49 -.13 .01 .08 -.05 
86 -.07 .45 -.02 .02 -.40 -.06 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations                       (avg. loading = .66; avg. cross-loading = .06) 
67 -.00 .06 -.84 -.11 -.03 .00 
68 -.00 .14 -.81 .01 .00 -.04 
72 -.01 .13 -.68 .01 -.07 -.02 
70 .26 .09 -.30 .08 -.21 -.05 
Resistance/Openness to Change                                (avg. loading = .44; avg. cross-loading = .04) 
76 -.01 .01 .10 .59 -.06 -.04 
74 .02 .04 .09 .52 .03 -.02 
77 -.05 -.04 -.10 .44 .02 -.02 
73 -.06 -.03 .02 .34 -.09 -.10 
78 .12 .02 -.06 .30 .02 .05 
(table cont.) 
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Feedback/Help                                                           (avg. loading = .63; avg. cross-loading = .06) 
88 .01 -.09 -.02 .07 -.83 .07 
89 .10 .17 -.04 -.05 -.57 -.00 
87 .07 .10 -.05  .01 -.48 -.15 
Self-Efficacy                                                               (avg. loading = .66; avg. cross-loading = .05) 
83  -.01  .02 -.03  -.01  .06  -.83 
84 .04 .06 -.08 .07 .03 -.66 
82 .13 -.06 .04 .03 -.03 -.59 
85 .08 .10 -.02 .04 -.06 -.56 
Eigenvalues  6.62  2.26  1.94  1.56  1.28  1.13 
% of Variance 25.45 8.71 7.45 6.00 4.90 4.34 
 
Overall reliabilities were above the minimum level suggested by Nunnally and 
Bernstein’s .70 alpha level except for the resistance/openness to change factor which yielded an 
alpha of .53. Other reliabilities ranged from .73 to .83, producing an overall average alpha of .79, 
indicating that true factors did exist. Finally, table 17 provides information on the factor 
correlation matrix whereas table 19 provides information on means, standard deviations, and 
reliability coefficients for the extracted six factors. 
Table 17. Factor Correlation matrix for the Training-in-General Domain. 
Factor EPE FEEDA POE CHGE FEEDH SE 
EPE 
FEEDA 
POE 
CHGE 
FEEDH 
SE 
-- 
.22 
-.40 
.21 
-.22 
-.46 
 
-- 
-.19 
.19 
-.39 
-.13 
 
 
-- 
-.16 
.28 
.25 
 
 
 
-- 
-.19 
-.28 
 
 
 
 
-- 
.33 
 
 
 
 
 
-- 
Note. EPE (Effort-Performance Expectations), FEEDA (Feedback/Advice), POE (Performance-Outcomes 
          Expectations), CHGE (Resistance/Openness to Change), FEEDH (Feedback/Help), SE (Self-Efficacy). 
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 Summary for Research Question One. 
For both the training-specific and training-in-general analysis (a) factor loadings reflected 
interpretable simple structures; (b) only items with loadings .30 or higher were included in the 
scales; and (c) average item loading values were greater than .50 on major factors and less than 
.15 on other factors for all scales. 
 For the training-specific domain, 12 factors emerged, explaining 57.24% of the total 
variance. All items (except for items 50 and 51 which loaded on transfer design factor instead of 
opportunity to use factor) loaded on their respective factors and closely matched the items found 
in the original English version of the LTSI. Finally, using a cut off for factor loadings of .30, and 
deleting multiple cross-loadings above .20, 49 items were retained in this section of the 
instrument. With the exception of two constructs (capacity for transfer and job space & transfer 
consequences), scale reliabilities ranged from .70-.87. Table 19 shows interfactor correlations 
and indicates that 70% percent of the factors were significantly correlated. 
For the training-in-general domain, six factors were extracted explaining 56.85% of the 
variance. Twenty-four items were retained and were highly consistent with that of the original 
LTSI items. The constructs had acceptable reliabilities (except for Resistance/Openness to 
Change) ranging from .73-.83. Table 18 provides a comparison between the factors, their 
respective items found in the ALTSI, and those of the original LTSI. Most of the factors were 
significantly correlated (see Table 19). 
     Table 18. Factor and Item Comparisons between the ALTSI and the LTSI. 
 
Factor LTSI Item Numbers *Additional Items ALTSI Item Numbers 
 
Specific Training Program Scales                      
 
Learner Readiness 1, 9, 10, 13   13, 10, 9,1 
Motivation to Transfer  2, 3, 4, 5   3, 4, 2, 5 
(table cont.) 
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Personal Outcomes-Positive 6, 16, 17, 7, 8, 15, 18, 22  7, 8, 6, 15 
Personal Outcomes-Negative 14, 21, 23, 24   NA 
Personal Capacity for Transfer 19, 25, 26, 27 11, 12, 20  12, 11 
Peer Support 28, 29, 30, 31   29, 30, 28, 31 
Supervisor/Manager Support 32, 33, 37, 39, 40, 43   39, 40, 33, 43, 32, 37 
Supervisor/Manager Sanctions  38, 44, 45, 34, 35, 36, 41, 42, 46  35, 36, 34, 41 
Perceived Content Validity 47, 48, 49, 58, 59   47, 48, 49, 58, 59 
Transfer Design 52, 53, 54, 55   52, 54, 51, 53, 55, 50 
 56, 57, 60 
**Environmental 
    Obstacles to Transfer 
          63, 61, 42, 38 
Opportunity to Use Learning 56, 60, 61, 63 50, 51, 57, 62 
**Job Space and 
    Transfer Consequences 
          22, 23, 25 
 
Training-in-General Scales 
 
Transfer Effort—Performance 
Expectations 
65, 66, 69, 71  66, 65, 69, 71 
Performance—Outcomes 
Expectations 
64, 67, 68, 70, 72  67, 68, 72, 70 
Resistance/Openness to Change 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78  76, 74, 77, 73,  78 
Performance Self-Efficacy 82, 83, 84, 85  83, 84, 82, 85 
Feedback/Performance Coaching 79,  86, 87,  89 80, 81, 88 *** Feedback/Advice 
         81, 80, 79, 86 
***Feedback/Help 
         88, 89, 87 
 Note. *The LTSI consisted of some “original” scale items plus some additional research items 
             that was included to improve the psychometric properties of some of the scales. 
             The present analysis included all items (original and additional). 
           **Additional scales. 
           ***The original scale (feedback) split into two different scales.  
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     Table 19. Means, Standard Deviations, Coefficient Alpha, and Intercorrelations for the ALTSI.   
 
 **Correlation is significant at the .01 level. 
   *Correlation is significant at the .05 level. 
     Bold print represents the training-in-general domain.
 Scales α Mea
n 
SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1. Motivation to Transfer 
2. Capacity for Transfer 
3. Transfer Design 
4. Content Validity 
5. Opportunity to use Training 
6.  Learner Readiness 
7.  Peer Support 
8. Supervisor Support 
9. Personal Outcomes-Positive  
10. Job Space and Transfer Consequences    
11. Supervisor Sanctions 
12. Environmental Obstacles to Transfer  
13. Self-Efficacy 
14. Effort-Performance Expectations 
15. Resistance/Openness to Change 
16. Feedback/Help 
17. Performance Outcome-Expectations 
18. Feedback/Advice 
.76 
.55 
.87 
.77 
.70 
.75 
.85 
.85 
.85 
.48 
.71 
.72 
.80 
.79 
.53 
.73 
.83 
.79 
4.12 
3.87 
3.79 
3.62 
3.58 
3.54 
3.51 
3.47 
3.29 
2.90 
2.84 
2.78 
3.90 
3.90 
3.75 
3.54 
3.54 
3.48 
.51 
.51 
.62 
.63 
.67 
.70 
.75 
.70 
.88 
.70 
.80 
.75 
.64 
.63 
.38 
.72 
.84 
.72 
448 
446 
444 
445 
445 
445 
445 
440 
446 
449 
445 
449 
449 
443 
446 
449 
447 
443 
  -- 
.17**     -- 
.40**  .18**     -- 
.31**  .18**  .58**    -- 
.26**  .17**  .57**  .53**    -- 
.35**  .13**  .34**  .28**   .23**    -- 
.22**  .08      .44**   .29**  .41**   .14**   -- 
.22**  .11*    .45**   .35**  .42**   .19**  .51**    -- 
.36**  .10*    .37**   .33**  .34*     .32**  .40**   .32**     -- 
.05     -.04     .19**    .14**  .17**   .04      .21**   .19**   .30**    -- 
.05      .11*     .05      .06       .03      .01     -.01       .10*     .06       .04      -- 
-.19** -.21** -.25** -.17** -.20**  -.10**-.18** -.15**  -.13**  .24** -.01    -- 
.37**  .17**    .44**   .36** .32**  .25**  .36**   .32**   .28**   .01     -.01   -.27**   -- 
.39**  .17**  .55**    .44**  .42**  .27**  .44**   .40**   .32**   .16**  .02   -.21**  .54**    -- 
.21**  .24**  .25**    .27**  .17**  .19**   .05      .12*     .09       .06     .15**-.13**  .27**  .19**   -- 
.22**  .17**   .41**    .26**  .36** .12**   .37**  .39**   .27**   .25** -.02   -.10**  .35**  .36**  .19**  -- 
.24**  .05       .41**    .30**  .34** .07       .32**  .33**   .31**  .23**  .01   -.21**  .30**  .41**  .12** .38**  --      
.17**  .06       .32**    .27**  .32** .06       .27**  .23**   .28**  .06      .07   .29**   .28**  .28**  .18** .53** .36**  -- 
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Research Questions Two and Three 
Research question two asks “Do individual perceptions of the ALTSI factors differ 
systematically across participant demographic characteristics including gender, age, level of 
education, and years of experience in the current organization?” Research question three asks 
“Do individual perceptions of the ALTSI factors differ systematically across types of training, 
choice of training, sector of the organization (public vs. private), and task of the organization 
(e.g., manufacturing, high-tech, banking, and insurance).   
Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) statistical procedures were used because 
these research questions involved multiple dependent and independent variables. The 16 transfer 
factors found in the ALTSI were treated as the dependent variables, whereas categorical level 
variables (e.g., types of training) were used as the independent variables. The results for each 
independent variable were reported separately. MANOVA analysis yielding significant 
differences was followed with ANOVA analysis and post hoc comparisons, respectively. All 
post hoc comparisons utilized Tukey’s test at an alpha level of .05.   
 A core assumption associated with the use of MANOVA is whether the 
variance/covariance matrices are equal for all groups. If the ratio of the largest group to the 
smallest group is less than 1.5:1, then one need not test or correct for the unequal covariance 
across groups (Hair et al., 1998). However, if the ratio exceeds 1.5:1, then the Box M test is 
used. According to Harris (1985), if the Box Test yields a significant p-value, one should still run 
and interpret the MANOVA results. Others (Gardner, 2001) recommend that one should be 
concerned with the results of the Box test if and only if, the sample sizes are very disparate (e.g., 
ratios of 20:1). The box test is very sensitive, so even if the variance/covariance matrices are 
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unequal across groups it does not necessarily mean that the F values are invalid (George & 
Mallery, 2003).   
A second concern is whether the error variance of the dependent variables is equal across 
groups. Levine’s test of equality of error variance was used to test for this assumption. It is 
important to note that the F-test used in conducting the MANOVA is robust to violations of the 
assumptions of ANOVA, (i.e., the equality of error variances for all treatment groups) (Hair et 
al., 1998). If the sample sizes are roughly equal, then violations of this assumption have only a 
slight effect on the corresponding Univariate F-test for treatment differences (Gardner, 2001). 
Moreover, if the test shows significant results, but the F value is not large, then there is not cause 
for great concern (George & Mallery, 2003).   
Thirdly, any linear combination of the dependent variables must follow a normal 
distribution. This assumption was confirmed by visually inspecting the skewness, kurtosis, and 
the histogram for each dependent variable. Moreover, observations must be independent of each 
other.  This assumption was not violated in this study.  
Finally, the recommended sample size for MANOVA is 20 observations per cell. At 
minimum, the number of subjects in each cell should be more than the number of the dependent 
variables utilized in the study in order to be considered for this analysis (Hair et al., 1998). The 
minimum required sample size was satisfied in this study. 
Gender 
Gender was used as an independent variable to determine whether learning transfer 
system perceptions differed for males (n = 219) versus females (n = 180). The results of the box 
test showed no significant differences in the variances among the two groups (Box’s M = 207.77, 
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F = 1.16, df = 171, p = .08). With respect to the equality of error variance, all factors met this 
assumption except for performance outcomes-expectations, which yielded a p-value equal to .01. 
Pillai’s Trace was selected as the test statistic to evaluate the presence of differences 
across gender, with regard to the set of dependent variables. MANOVA analysis revealed no 
significant differences across levels of gender. The calculated value of Pillai’s Trace was .05 (F 
= 1.21, df = 18, p = .25) indicating that differences did not exist for male and female respondents 
across the dependent variables (see Table 20). 
Table 20. Multivariate Tests of Significance, Effect Size, and Power for Gender. 
 
MANOVA Test Value F df Sig. Effect Size Power 
Pillai’s Trace 
Wilks’ Lambda 
Hotelling’s Trace 
Roy’s Largest Root 
.05 
.95 
.08 
.08 
1.21 
1.21 
1.21 
1.21 
18 
18 
18 
18  
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.05 
.05 
.05 
.05 
.82 
.82 
.82 
.82 
 
Age 
Age categories were used as an independent variable to determine if they yielded 
significant differences in the perception of the learning transfer system factors. There were 14 
respondents in the 21 years or less age category, 100 respondents in the 21-29 years age 
category, 151 respondents in the 30-39 years age category, 88 respondents in the 40-44 years age 
category, and 47 respondents in the age category of 45 years and above. To reduce the size 
variation between the groups, the age ranges were reduced from five categories to three 
categories. The categories and the number of respondents in each category were as follow: 109 
respondents in age category 29 years and below, 155 respondents in the 29-39 years of age 
category, and 136 respondents in the above 40 years age category. 
The ratio of the largest group to the smallest group was 1.2:1, indicating that violation of 
the assumption of unequal covariance matrices across groups should not be of any concern. The 
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box test showed statistically significant differences (Box’s M = 677.19, F = 1.19, p < .01). 
According to Hair et al. (1998), if the ratio of the largest group to the smallest group is less than 
1.5:1, one need not test and correct for this assumption. Based on that, MANOVA analysis was 
performed. With respect to the equality of error variance, all factors met this assumption except 
for feedback/help and self-efficacy constructs. 
 MANOVA analysis revealed no significant differences across the age categories 
examined. The calculated value of Pillai’s Trace was .22 (F = 1.21, df = 72, p = .11), indicating 
that differences did not exist for levels of age across the dependent variables (see Table 21).    
Table 21. Multivariate Tests of Significance, Effect Size, and Power for Age Groups. 
MANOVA Test Value F df Sig. Effect Size Power 
Pillai’s Trace 
Wilks’ Lambda 
Hotelling’s Trace 
Roy’s Largest Root   
.22 
.80 
.23 
.11 
1.21 
1.22 
1.22 
2.36 
72 
72 
72 
18 
.11 
.11 
.11 
.00  
.05 
.05 
.05 
.10 
.99 
.99 
.99 
.99 
 
Level of Education 
Education levels were used as the independent variables to determine if significant 
differences existed in the perceptions of the learning transfer systems across levels of education. 
There were 17 respondents with an education level less than high school graduates, 59 high 
school graduates, 276 respondents with a bachelor’s degree, 42 respondents with a masters’ 
degree, and five respondents with a Ph. D. degree.     
The ratio of the largest group to the smallest group was 55.2:1. The Box test revealed 
significant differences (Box’s M = 509.00, F = 1.28, p < .01), indicating that the covariance 
matrixes were not equal across the groups. However, MANOVA analysis was performed 
because this test is robust and is affected by sample size (Harris, 1985). MANOVA analysis 
showed statistically significant differences across educational levels. The calculated value of 
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Pillai’s Trace was .28 (F = 1.58, df = 72, P < .01) (see Table 22), indicating that differences did 
exist across levels of the independent variable for at least one of the dependent variables. With 
respect to the equality of error variance, all factors met this assumption except capacity for 
transfer variable. 
Table 22. Multivariate Tests of Significance, Effect Size, and Power for Educational Levels. 
MANOVA Test Value F df Sig. Effect Size Power 
Pillai’s Trace 
Wilks’ Lambda 
Hotelling’s Trace 
Roy’s Largest Root   
.28 
.75 
.31 
.13 
1.58 
1.59 
1.59 
2.75 
72 
72 
72 
18 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
.07 
.07 
.07 
.12  
.99 
.99 
.99 
.99 
 
ANOVA analysis showed that 11 of the 18 factors differed significantly across levels of 
education (see Table 23). Post hoc comparisons revealed significant differences in eight factors 
(see Tables 24). Respondents with a less than high school education rated transfer design, 
personal outcomes-positive, supervisor sanctions, motivation to transfer, content validity, effort-
performance expectations, performance outcomes-expectations, and openness to change higher 
than did respondents with high school diplomas, bachelor degrees, and master’s degrees. 
Table 23. Univariate F-Tests Results for the 16 ALTSI Factors across Levels of Education. 
 Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Subjects Effects 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Performance Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanctions 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequences 
Opportunity to Apply 
Capacity to Transfer 
 
3.09 
4.90 
7.24 
3.08 
8.44 
2.72 
2.71 
2.15 
4.33 
2.52 
2.74 
2.30 
 
.77 
1.23 
1.81 
.77 
2.04 
.68 
.68 
.54 
1.08 
.63 
.69 
.58 
 
2.10 
2.37 
2.48 
1.41 
2.36 
1.40 
2.74 
1.14 
2.83 
1.41 
1.57 
2.35 
 
.08 
.05 
.04 
.23 
.01 
.23 
.02 
.34 
.02 
.23 
.18 
.05 
(table cont.) 
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Effort-Performance Expectations 
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations 
Resistance/Openness to Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy 
4.33 
5.03 
8.45 
2.69 
1.89 
2.39 
1.08 
1.26 
2.11 
.67 
.47 
.60 
2.87 
2.45 
3.10 
4.86 
.94 
1.51 
.02 
.04 
.01 
.01 
.44 
.20 
  
Table 24. Post Hoc Comparisons across Levels of Education. 
 Mean   Mean 
Difference 
Sig. 
Transfer Design 
Less than high school vs. high school 
 
4.14/3.67 
 
.74* 
 
.03 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Less than high school vs. high school 
 
3.77/3.11 
 
.66* 
 
.03 
Supervisor Sanctions 
Less than high school vs. Doctorate 
 
3.26/2.10   
 
1.16* 
 
.02 
Motivation to Transfer 
Less than high school vs. high school 
Less than high school vs. bachelor’s degree 
 
4.50/4.09 
4.50/4.10 
 
.41* 
.40* 
 
.03 
.05 
Content Validity 
Less than high school vs. high school  
 
4.02/3.50  
 
.52* 
 
.01 
Effort-Performance Expectations 
Less than high school vs. high school 
Less than high school vs. master’s degree 
 
4.26/3.76 
4.26/3.77 
 
.50* 
.49* 
 
.02 
.04 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations 
Less than high school vs. Master’s 
 
3.98/3.27  
 
.70* 
 
.02 
Resistance/Openness to Change 
Less than high school vs. high school 
Less than high school vs. bachelor’s degree 
 
4.07/3.71 
4.07/3.72 
 
.35* 
.34* 
 
< .01 
< .01 
  
Years of Experience 
The respondent’s total years of experience in the current organization was treated as an 
independent variable to determine if significant differences in learning transfer system 
perceptions emerged across these categories. The years of experience was grouped into four 
categories as follow: less than four years (n = 67), 4-10 years (n = 168), 11-17 years (n = 96), 
and more than 17 years (n = 68). The ratio of the largest group to the smallest group was 2.5:1.  
The Box test showed statistically significant differences (Box’s M = 781.96, F = 1.38, p < .01).  
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However, because this test is robust (Harris, 1985), MANOVA analysis was run and results were 
interpreted. With respect to the equality of error variance, all factors met this assumption except 
for content validity, supervisor sanctions and performance outcomes-expectations. 
MANOVA analysis showed statistically significant differences across categories of work 
experience.  The calculated value of Pillai’s Trace was .21 (F = 1.69, df = 54, p < .01) (see Table 
25). 
Table 25. Multivariate Tests of Significance, Effect Size, and Power for Years of Experience. 
MANOVA Test Value F df Sig. Effect Size Power 
Pillai’s Trace 
Wilks’ Lambda 
Hotelling’s Trace 
Roy’s Largest Root 
.21 
.80 
.23 
.12 
1.69 
1.62 
1.62 
2.49 
54 
54 
54 
18 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
.07 
.07 
.07 
.11  
.99 
.99 
.99 
.99 
 
A between subjects ANOVA analysis revealed that five of the 18 factors were 
significantly different across categories of years of work experience (see Table 26). Post hoc 
comparisons showed significant differences in four factors (see Table 27). Respondents who 
have worked 11-17 years rated effort-performance expectations higher than respondents who 
have worked 4-10 years. Respondents who have worked less than four years and more than 17 
years rated motivation to transfer higher than respondents who have worked 4-10 years. 
Respondents who have worked less than four years had less environmental obstacles to transfer. 
Finally, respondents who have worked more than 17 years rated resistance/openness to change 
higher than respondents who have worked 11-17 years. 
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Table 26. Univariate F-Tests Results for the 16 ALTSI Factors across Years of Experience. 
 Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Subjects Effects 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Performance Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanctions 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequences 
Opportunity to Apply 
Capacity to Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations 
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations 
Resistance/Openness to Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy  
 
3.80 
6.08 
5.42 
4.52 
1.41 
2.40 
3.66 
2.09 
3.15 
3.12 
1.56 
1.30 
3.10 
3.30 
3.76 
1.69 
1.69 
2.12 
 
.93 
2.03 
1.81 
1.51 
0.47 
.80 
1.22 
0.70 
1.05 
1.04 
.52 
0.43 
1.03 
1.31 
1.26 
0.56 
.56 
.71 
 
2.54 
3.97 
2.46 
2.78 
.75 
1.65 
4.98 
1.47 
2.73 
2.33 
1.18 
1.75 
2.71 
2.53 
1.81 
3.99 
1.12 
1.79  
 
.06 
< .01 
.06 
.04 
.51 
.17 
< .01 
.22 
.04 
.07 
.31 
.15 
.04 
.06 
.14 
< .01 
.34 
.14  
  
Table 27. Post Hoc Comparisons across Years of Experience. 
 Mean   Mean 
Difference 
Sig. 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
4-10 years vs. less than four years 
 
2.85/2.52 
 
.32* 
 
< .01 
Motivation to Transfer 
Less than four years vs. 4-10 years 
More than 17 years vs. 4-10 years 
 
4.22/4.03 
 4.27/4.04 
 
.19* 
.24* 
 
.04 
< .01 
Effort-Performance Expectations 
More than 17 years vs. 4-10 years 
 
4.05/3.80 
 
.25* 
 
.02  
Resistance/Openness to Change 
More than 17 years vs. 4-10 years 
More than 17 years vs. 11-17 years 
 
3.85/3.71 
3.85/3.70 
 
.14* 
.15* 
 
.03 
.03 
  
Types of Training 
Types of training were used as the independent variables whereas ALTSI factors were 
used as the dependent variables. Types of training were: managerial (n = 35); technical (n = 55); 
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interpersonal (n = 46); computer/library (n = 56); customer relations (n = 32); safety (n = 44); 
new employee orientation (n = 44); accidents and compensation (n = 42); and webpage design (n 
= 45). The ratio of the largest group to the smallest group was 1.7:1, indicating that violation of 
the unequal matrices across groups may not be serious. The Box test revealed statistically 
significant differences (Box’s M = 2390.37, F = 1.44, p < .01). MANOVA was run and results 
were interpreted because the Box test is not a robust test (Harris, 1985). With respect to the 
equality of error variance, all factors met this assumption except: transfer design; environmental 
obstacles to transfer; personal outcomes-positive; motivation to transfer; content validity; 
capacity to transfer; and self-efficacy.  
MANOVA analysis showed statistically significant differences across types of training.  
The calculated value of Pillai’s Trace was .83 (F = 2.43, df = 144, p < .01) across types of 
training.  Thus, ALTSI transfer factors differ across training types (see Table 28).  
Table 28. Multivariate Tests of Significance, Effect Size, and Power for Types of Training. 
MANOVA Test Value F df Sig. Effect Size Power 
Pillai’s Trace 
Wilks’ Lambda 
Hotelling’s Trace 
Roy’s Largest Root   
.83 
.41 
.98 
.31 
2.43 
2.49 
2.55 
6.52 
144 
144 
144 
18 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01  
.10 
.11 
.11 
.24 
.99 
.99 
.99 
.99 
 
Between subjects ANOVA results showed that 12 of the 16 ALTSI factors were 
significantly different across types of training (see Table 29). However, in the post hoc 
comparisons, only 11 of those factors were significantly different across training types (see Table 
30). Respondents who received technical training rated learner readiness, motivation to transfer, 
capacity, personal outcomes-positive, and opportunity to use higher than those who received 
interpersonal training, customer relations training, new employee training, webpage design, 
computer/library training, safety, and accidents & compensation training.    
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Table 29. Univariate F-Tests Results for the 16 ALTSI Factors across Types of Training. 
 Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Subjects Effects 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Performance Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanctions 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequences 
Opportunity to Apply 
Capacity to Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations 
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations 
Resistance/Openness to Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy  
 
4.34 
29.64 
28.03 
15.87 
14.65 
7.05 
6.37 
12.65 
5.73 
7.36 
8.47 
8.30 
4.38 
13.31 
6.56 
2.38 
6.18 
10.73 
 
.54 
3.71 
3.50 
1.98 
1.83 
.88 
.80 
1.58 
.72 
.92 
1.06 
1.04 
.54 
1.66 
.82 
.30 
.77 
1.34 
 
1.47 
8.09 
5.11 
3.82 
3.07 
1.89 
3.30 
3.51 
1.87 
2.09 
2.48 
4.47 
1.43 
3.33 
1.18 
2.11 
1.55 
3.54 
 
.16 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
.06 
< .01 
< .01 
.06 
.03 
< .01 
< .01 
.18 
< .01 
.31 
.03 
.14 
< .01  
 
Table 30. Post Hoc Comparisons across Types of Training. 
 Mean   Mean 
Difference 
Sig. 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Managerial vs. technical 
Interpersonal vs. technical 
Computer/library vs. technical 
Customer relations vs. technical 
New employee relations vs. technical 
Accidents & compensation vs. technical 
Webpage design vs. technical 
Safety vs. technical 
 
2.69/2.14 
2.74/2.14 
2.70/2.14 
2.91/2.14 
3.09/2.14 
2.87/2.14 
2.90/2.14 
2.92/2.14 
 
.55* 
.60* 
.56* 
.77* 
.78* 
.95* 
.76* 
.77* 
 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
Personal Outcomes-positive 
Technical vs. webpage design 
Technical vs. new employee orientation 
Accidents & compensation vs. interpersonal 
Accidents & comp. vs. New employee orientation 
Accidents & compensation vs. webpage design   
 
3.47/2.92 
3.47/2.92 
3.78/3.03 
3.78/2.92 
3.78/2.92 
 
.54* 
.54* 
.75* 
.85* 
.86* 
 
.03 
.03 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
Peer Support 
Accidents & compensation vs. managerial 
 
3.94/3.40 
 
.53* 
 
.03 
(table cont.) 
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Accidents & compensation vs. interpersonal 
Accidents & compensation vs. safety 
Accidents & compensation vs. new employee ort. 
Accidents & compensation vs. webpage design 
3.94/3.40 
3.94/3.31 
3.94/3.33 
3.94/3.28 
.54* 
.61* 
.59* 
.66* 
.01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
Supervisor Sanctions 
Managerial vs. computer/library 
Managerial vs. webpage design 
 
3.21/2.58 
3.21/2.56 
 
.63* 
.65* 
 
< .01 
< .01 
Motivation 
Technical vs. new employee orientation 
Technical vs. webpage design 
Accidents & compensation vs. webpage design 
 
4.28/3.91 
4.28/3.96 
4.29/3.91 
 
.32* 
.32* 
.38* 
 
.03 
.03 
< .01 
Learner Readiness 
Technical vs. interpersonal 
Technical vs. customer relations 
Technical vs. new employee orientation  
 
3.87/3.44 
 3.87/3.37 
3.87/3.25 
 
.43* 
.50* 
.62* 
 
.04 
.03 
< .01 
Job Space and Transfer Consequences 
Safety vs. accident & compensation 
 
3.20/2.67 
 
.53* 
 
< .01 
Opportunity to Use 
Technical vs. interpersonal  
 
3.83/3.35  
 
.48*  
 
< .01 
Capacity 
Technical vs. computer/library 
Technical vs. customer relations 
Technical vs. safety 
Technical vs. accident & compensation 
Technical vs. webpage design 
 
4.17/3.73 
4.17/3.83 
4.17/3.69 
4.17/3.77 
4.17/3.75  
 
.44* 
.43* 
.48* 
.40* 
.42* 
 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
Feedback/Advice 
Accidents & compensations vs. webpage design 
Accidents & compensations vs. interpersonal 
Accidents & compensations vs. Computer/library 
 
 3.79/3.13 
3.79/3.28 
3.79/3.32 
 
.65* 
.51* 
.47* 
 
< .01 
.02 
.03 
Self-Efficacy 
Accidents & compensations vs. webpage design 
 
4.11/3.68 
 
.43* 
 
.03 
  
Choice of Training 
Choice of training, voluntary vs. mandatory, was used as the independent variable to 
determine if differences in the perceptions of the learning transfer systems were present for those 
voluntarily attending training versus those required by their organization to attend training.  
There were 168 respondents who voluntarily participated in training and 219 respondents whose 
training choice was mandated. The Box test revealed statistically significant differences (Box’s 
M = 361.36, F = 2.01, p < .01). The ratio of voluntary participation to mandatory participation 
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was 1.30:1. Hair et al. (1998) contended that if the ratio of the largest group to the smallest group 
is less than 1.5:1, one need not test and correct for unequal covariance across groups. With 
respect to the equality of error variance, all factors met this assumption except: environmental 
obstacles to transfer; supervisor support; job space and transfer consequences; self-efficacy; and 
effort-performance expectations.  
MANOVA analysis showed statistically significant differences across choice of training.  
The calculated value of Pillai’s Trace was .12 (F = 2.85, df = 18, p < .01) indicating that ALTSI 
factors differed across the two groups (voluntary vs. mandatory) (see Table 31). 
Table 31. Multivariate Tests of Significance, Effect Size, and Power for Choice of Training. 
MANOVA Test Value F df Sig. Effect Size Power 
Pillai’s Trace 
Wilks’ Lambda 
Hotelling’s Trace 
Roy’s Largest Root 
.12 
.88 
.14 
.14 
2.85 
2.85 
2.85 
2.85 
18 
18 
18 
18 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
.12 
.12 
.12 
.12 
.99 
.99 
.99 
.99 
 
A between subjects ANOVA results showed that six of the 18 factors were significantly 
different between voluntary and mandatory participation in training (see Table 32). The six 
factors were transfer design; motivation to transfer; effort-performance expectations; 
performance-outcomes expectations; feedback/help; and self-efficacy. Respondents who 
voluntarily participated in training rated transfer design, motivation to transfer, effort-
performance expectations, performance-outcomes expectations, feedback/help, and self-efficacy 
higher than those who participated in mandatory training (see Table 33). 
Table 32: Univariate F-Tests Results for the 16 ALTSI Factors across Choice of Training. 
 Sum of 
Squares  
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Subjects Effects 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
 
2.31 
.88 
 
2.31 
.88 
 
6.36 
.88 
 
.01 
.19 
(table cont.) 
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Performance Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanctions 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequences 
Opportunity to Apply 
Capacity to Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations 
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations 
Resistance/Openness to Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy  
2.17 
1.54 
.78 
1.05 
3.64 
.01 
1.35 
.51 
.002 
.001 
6.65 
.04 
6.76 
.15 
2.68 
4.94  
2.17 
1.54 
.78 
1.05 
3.64 
.01 
1.35 
.51 
.002 
.001 
6.65 
.04 
6.76 
.15 
2.68 
4.94   
2.91 
2.81 
1.25 
2.18 
15.07 
.03 
3.46 
1.14 
.00 
.00 
18.31 
.09 
9.85 
1.06 
5.39 
12.80 
.08 
.09 
.26 
.14 
< .01 
.84 
.06 
.28 
.99 
.96 
< .01 
.76 
< .01 
.30 
.02 
< .01 
 
Table 33. Mean and Standard Deviation for Choice of Training.  
Mean SD  
Voluntary Mandatory Voluntary Mandatory 
Transfer design 
Motivation to transfer 
Effort-performance expectations 
Performance-outcomes expectations 
Feedback/help 
Self-efficacy 
3.88 
4.23 
4.02 
3.64 
3.61 
4.02 
3.72 
4.04 
3.76 
3.38 
3.44 
3.80 
.60 
.46 
.53 
.91 
.72 
.51 
.60 
.51 
.65 
.78 
.68 
.69 
 
Sector of Organization 
Sector of the organization (public vs. private) was used as the independent variable to 
determine whether perceptions of the learning transfer systems differed for respondents in public 
(n = 147) versus private (n = 252) organizations. The ratio of public to private organizations was 
1.7:1. According to Hair et al. (1998) if the ratio of the largest group to the smallest group is 
more than 1.5:1, the Box test of equality of covariance matrix across groups is needed. For this 
section, the Box test showed statistically significant differences (Box M = 335.29, F = 1.85, p < 
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.01). However, since this test is not robust (Harris, 1985), MANOVA analysis was performed 
and the results were interpreted. With respect to the equality of error variance, all factors met this 
assumption except: environmental obstacles to transfer, supervisor support; motivation to 
transfer; capacity; self-efficacy; performance-outcomes expectations; resistance/openness to 
change; and effort-performance expectations.  
MANOVA analysis revealed significant differences across sector of the organization.  
The calculated value of Pillai’s Trace was .12 (F = 2.82, df = 18, p < .01) indicating that 
perceptions of the transfer systems are different across participants from public vs. private 
organizations (see Table 34). 
Table 34. Multivariate Tests of Significance, Effect Size, and Power for Sector of Organization. 
MANOVA Test Value F df Sig. Effect Size Power 
Pillai’s Trace 
Wilks’ Lambda 
Hotelling’s Trace 
Roy’s Largest Root   
.12 
.88 
.13 
.13 
2.82 
2.82 
2.82 
2.82 
18 
18 
18 
18  
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01  
.12 
.12 
.12 
.12 
.99 
.99 
.99 
.99 
 
A between subjects ANOVA results showed that five of the 18 factors were significantly 
different between the public and the private sector (see Table 35). The five factors were 
environmental obstacles to transfer, supervisor sanctions, job space and transfer consequences, 
opportunity to use, and feedback/advice. Respondents from the private sector rated opportunity 
to use, job space and transfer consequences, and feedback/advice higher than the public sector. 
Moreover, the public sector had more supervisor sanctions and environmental obstacles to 
transfer than did the private sector (see Table 36). 
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Table 35: Univariate F-Tests Results for the 16 ALTSI Factors across Sector of Organization. 
 Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Subjects Effects 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Performance Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanctions 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequences 
Opportunity to Apply 
Capacity to Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations 
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations 
Resistance/Openness to Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy 
 
.00 
2.20 
1.56 
.56 
3.72 
.81 
.04 
.01 
.52 
3.54 
2.05 
.00 
.72 
9.11 
.00 
.21 
.22 
.16 
 
.00 
2.20 
1.56 
.56 
3.72 
.81 
.04 
.01 
.52 
3.54 
2.05 
.00 
.72 
9.11 
.00 
.21 
.22 
.16 
 
 .00 
4.24 
2.11 
1.02 
6.07 
1.67 
.17 
.03 
1.33 
8.02 
4.73 
.00 
1.89 
18.22 
.01 
1.51 
.45 
.40 
 
 .93 
.04 
.14 
.31 
.01 
.19 
.67 
.86 
.24 
< .01 
.03 
.93 
.17 
< .01 
.90 
.21 
.50 
.52  
 
Table 36. Mean and Standard Deviation for Sector of Organization.  
Mean SD  
Public Private Public Private 
Environmental obstacles to transfer 
Supervisor sanctions 
Job space and transfer consequences 
Opportunity to use 
Feedback/advice 
 3.79 
2.69 
2.77 
3.48 
3.25 
3.78 
2.81 
2.97 
3.62 
3.56 
.58 
.62 
.64 
.61 
.75 
.62 
.77 
.67 
.68 
.67 
 
Task of the Organization 
Task of the organization was used as the independent variable whereas ALTSI factors 
were used as the dependent variables. Task of the organization included: manufacturing (n = 40); 
high-tech (n = 55); banking (n = 41); insurance (n = 50); retailer (n = 44); service industry (n = 
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22); public/education (n = 107); and public/government (n = 41). The ratio of the largest group to 
the smallest group was 4.65:1. The Box test revealed statistically significant differences (Box’s 
M = 2349.42, F = 1.59, p < .01). MANOVA was run and results were interpreted because the 
Box test is not a robust test (Harris, 1985). With respect to the equality of error variance, all 
factors met this assumption except: transfer design; environmental obstacles to transfer; personal 
outcomes-positive; motivation to transfer; learner readiness; capacity; effort-performance 
expectations; performance-outcomes expectations; and self-efficacy.   
MANOVA analysis showed statistically significant differences across sector of the 
organization. The calculated value of Pillai’s Trace was .79 (F = 2.70, df = 126, p < .01) across 
task of the organization, meaning that ALTSI transfer factors differed across task of the 
organization (see Table 37).  
Table 37.Multivariate Tests of Significance, Effect Size, and Power for Task of the Organization. 
MANOVA Test Value F df Sig. Effect Size Power 
Pillai’s Trace 
Wilks’ Lambda 
Hotelling’s Trace 
Roy’s Largest Root   
.79 
.42 
.97 
.35 
2.70 
2.78 
2.85 
7.44 
126 
126 
126 
18 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
.11 
.11 
.12 
.26 
.99 
.99 
.99 
.99 
 
A between subjects ANOVA results showed that the 18 ALTSI factors were significantly 
different across task of the organization (see Table 38). However, performance-outcomes 
expectations did not appear significant in the post hoc comparisons (see Table 39). Respondents 
who worked in the high-tech industry had higher ratings of their perceptions of the transfer 
system factors than did the other sectors.     
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Table 38. Univariate F-Tests Results for the 16 ALTSI Factors across Task of the organization. 
 Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Subjects Effects 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Performance Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanctions 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequences 
Opportunity to Apply 
Capacity to Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations 
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations 
Resistance/Openness to Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy 
 
 8.56 
36.73 
19.80 
20.34 
11.25 
11.73 
5.84 
9.60 
10.86 
9.87 
6.87 
8.55 
7.62 
12.91 
10.41 
2.03 
10.04 
9.85 
 
1.22 
5.24 
2.82 
2.90 
1.60 
1.67 
.83 
1.37 
1.55 
1.41 
.98 
1.22 
1.08 
1.84 
1.48 
.28 
1.43 
1.40  
 
 3.44 
11.17 
4.01 
5.75 
2.66 
3.60 
3.45 
2.99 
4.21 
3.26 
2.28 
5.30 
2.92 
3.70 
2.18 
2.04 
2.99 
3.70 
 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
.01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
.02 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
.03 
.04 
< .01 
< .01 
 
Table 39. Post Hoc Comparisons across Task of the Organization. 
 Mean   Mean 
Difference 
Sig. 
Transfer Design 
High-tech vs. retailer 
Public/government vs. retailer  
 
3.94/3.45 
3.99/3.45  
 
.48* 
.53*  
 
< .01 
< .01  
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Manufacturing vs. high-tech   
Manufacturing vs. public/government 
Banking vs. high-tech  
Insurance vs. high-tech 
Retailer vs. high-tech 
Service industry vs. high-tech 
Public/education vs. high-tech 
Retailer vs. public/education  
Retailer vs. public/government    
 
3.05/2.14 
 3.05/2.51 
3.03/2.14 
2.88/2.14 
3.11/2.14 
2.86/2.14 
2.17/2.14 
3.11/2.71 
3.11/2.51 
 
.91* 
.53* 
.89* 
.73* 
.97* 
.72* 
.56* 
.40* 
.60* 
 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
Personal Outcomes-positive 
High-tech vs. retailer 
Insurance vs. retailer 
Insurance vs. public/education 
 
3.47/2.90 
3.67/2.90 
3.67/3.12 
 
.56* 
.77* 
.54* 
 
.02 
< .01 
< .01 
(table cont.) 
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Peer Support 
Insurance vs. manufacturing   
High-tech vs. retailer 
Insurance vs. public/education 
public/government vs. retailer                  
 
3.87/3.38 
3.69/3.11 
3.87/3.35 
3.69/3.11  
 
.48* 
.58* 
.52* 
.58*  
 
.02 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01  
Supervisor Sanctions 
Retailer vs. public/education 
 
3.18/2.62  
 
.55* 
 
< .01 
Supervisor Support 
Insurance vs. retailer 
Insurance vs. public/education 
 
3.71/3.23 
3.71/3.32 
 
.47* 
.38* 
 
.01 
.02 
Motivation to Transfer 
High-tech vs. retailer 
Insurance vs. retailer 
Public/government vs. retailer 
 
4.29/3.89 
4.22/3.89 
4.26/3.89 
 
.39* 
.32* 
.37* 
 
< .01 
.02 
.01 
Learner Readiness 
High-tech vs. banking 
High-tech vs. retailer 
 
3.87/3.39 
3.87/3.30   
 
.48* 
.56* 
 
.01 
< .01 
Content Validity 
High-tech vs. retailer 
High-tech vs. public/education 
Service industry vs. Retailer  
 
3.81/3.27 
3.81/3.44 
3.90/3.27  
 
.55* 
.38* 
.63*  
 
< .01 
.01 
< .01 
Job Space and Transfer Consequences 
Manufacturing vs. public/government 
Retailer vs. public/government 
 
3.14/2.62 
3.07/2.62 
 
.51 
.45 
 
.01 
.03 
Opportunity to Use 
High-tech vs. public/education 
 
3.83/3.44 
 
.38* 
 
.01 
Capacity 
High-tech vs. Manufacturing 
High-tech vs. banking 
High-tech vs. insurance 
High-tech vs. retailer 
High-tech vs. service industry 
High-tech vs. public/education 
 
4.17/3.61 
4.17/3.82 
4.17/3.77 
4.17/3.87 
4.17/3.77 
4.17/3.84  
 
.56* 
.34* 
.40* 
.29* 
.40* 
.33* 
 
< .01 
.01 
< .01 
.04 
.02 
< .01  
Effort-Performance Expectations 
Public/government vs. retailer 
Banking vs. public/education 
Retailer vs. public/education 
 
4.18/3.59 
3.90/3.84 
3.59/3.84  
 
 .58* 
.40* 
.41* 
 
< .01 
.04 
.02 
Feedback/Advice 
Banking vs. public/education 
Insurance vs. public/education 
Retailer vs. public/education 
 
3.57/3.17 
3.66/3.17 
3.59/3.17 
 
.40* 
.49* 
.41 
 
.04 
< .01 
.02 
Resistance/Openness to Change 
High-tech vs. banking 
 
3.85/3.60 
 
.25* 
 
.03 
Feedback/Help 
High-tech vs. retailer 
 
3.75/3.19 
 
.55* 
 
< .01 
Self-Efficacy    
(table cont.) 
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High-tech vs. retailer 
Banking vs. retailer 
Insurance vs. retailer 
Public/education vs. retailer 
Public/government vs. retailer 
4.05/3.50 
3.93/3.50 
3.99/3.50 
3.88/3.50 
3.99/3.50 
.55* 
.43* 
.48* 
.38* 
.48* 
< .01 
.03 
< .01 
.01 
< .01 
Note. * The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
Summary for Research Questions Two and Three. 
Research question two asked if the perception of the learning transfer systems differed 
across individual level variables including gender, age, level of education, and work experience.  
Significant differences were not found across levels of gender and age. However, the perception 
of the learning transfer systems differed significantly across levels of education and work 
experience. With regard to levels of education, Respondents with a less than high school 
education rated transfer design, personal outcomes-positive, supervisor sanctions, motivation to 
transfer, content validity, effort-performance expectations, performance outcomes-expectations, 
and openness to change higher than did respondents with high school diplomas, bachelor 
degrees, and master’s degrees. Work experience comparisons showed that respondents who have 
worked 11-17 years rated effort-performance expectations higher than respondents who have 
worked 4-10 years. Respondents who have worked less than four years and more than 17 years 
rated motivation to transfer higher than respondents who have worked 4-10 years. Respondents 
who have worked less than four years had less environmental obstacles to transfer. Finally, 
respondents who have worked more than 17 years rated resistance/openness to change higher 
than respondents who have worked 11-17 years. 
Research question three asked if the perception of the learning transfer systems differed 
across situational level variables including types of training, choice of training, sector of 
organization and task of organization. Perceptions of the transfer systems were significantly 
different across all levels of the situational variables.   
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Respondents who received technical training rated learner readiness, motivation to 
transfer, capacity, personal outcomes-positive, and opportunity to use higher than those who 
received interpersonal training, customer relations training, new employee training, webpage 
design, computer/library training, safety, and accidents & compensation training.    
Respondents who voluntarily participated in training rated transfer design, motivation to 
transfer, effort-performance expectations, performance-outcomes expectations, feedback/help, 
and self-efficacy higher than those who participated in mandatory training. Respondents from the 
private sector rated opportunity to use, job space and transfer consequences, and feedback/advice 
higher than the public sector. Moreover, the public sector had more supervisor sanctions and 
environmental obstacles to transfer than did the private sector.  Finally, respondents who worked 
in the high-tech industry had higher ratings of their perceptions of all transfer system factors than 
did the other sectors.     
Research Question Four 
Research question four asks “Do learning transfer system factors explain a significant 
portion of the variance in organizational learning characteristics in Jordanian organizations?  
This research question involves two types of analysis: 
(a) Do learning transfer system factors explain a significant portion of the variance in 
an overall measure of organizational learning? 
(b) Do learning transfer system factors explain a significant portion of the variance in 
individual facets of organizational learning, including knowledge indeterminancy, 
learning latitude, organizational unity, and innovation? 
 Multiple regression analysis with full model entry was used to answer the fourth research 
question. Factor sum scores of the validated constructs of the ALTSI were used as the 
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independent variables, whereas factor scores of the five measures of organizational learning 
(overall measure of organizational learning, knowledge indeterminancy, learning latitude, 
organizational unity, and innovation) were used as the dependent variables in this study. Separate 
regression analyses were created for each dependent variable. However, since the ALTSI 
consists of two construct domains (training-specific and training-in-general), multiple regression 
analysis with full model entry was followed with hierarchal multiple regression analysis. The 
ALTSI-specific factors were entered as the first block while the ALTSI-general factors were 
entered as the second block. 
Descriptive Statistics 
 The ALTSI factors were measured on a five-point Likert-type scales that ranged from 1 
“strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”, while the organizational learning variables were 
measured on a six-point Likert-type scale that ranged from 1 “not true” to 6 “true”. Pair-wise 
deletion of cases with missing values was used.   
 Analysis of regression diagnostics did not reveal the presence of influential observations. 
Standardized residual values (cases above the absolute value of two indicated outliers) and 
Cook’s D values (values above the absolute value of one suggested the possibility of influential 
observations) were checked to determine the presence of outliers and influential observations.  
Standardized residuals for each dependent variable indicated the presence of outliers (13-18 
cases, on average, for each dependent variable). However, none of these cases (or outliers) were 
influential (Cook’s D values ranged from .00 to .01); therefore, all cases were retained in the 
study.   
 Regression assumptions were checked in this study. Assumptions of regression included 
normality of error, homoscedasticity, and independence of errors (Pedhazur, 1997). The first two 
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assumptions were checked for each dependent variable, whereas the last assumption was 
automatically assumed. To test for the normality of error assumption, the histograms of the 
regression standardized residual (standardized residual against frequency plot) and the normal p-
p plots of regression standardized residuals indicated that errors were normally distributed for 
each dependent variable. The homoscedasticity assumption was also investigated for each 
dependent variable utilizing the scatter plots (unstandardized predicted value against 
standardized residual). Results indicated that cases were approximately homogeneous in their 
variances (cases were scattered around the reference lines). Overall, these tests indicated no 
serious violation of regression assumptions. 
 Finally, collinearity statistics were also checked for this study. Collinearity (i.e., 
independent variables are highly correlated) statistics were in the acceptable range. When the 
independent variables are highly correlated then there is an indication of redundancy. Our goal 
was to have high correlation between the independent and dependent variables so that the overall 
R2 is maximized (Pedhazur, 1997). Collinearity included two measures: the Variable Inflation 
Factor (VIF) and tolerance. The VIF measure indicates the inflation in the variance (standard 
error) due to high intercorrelations between the independent variables. The larger the VIF value, 
the larger the standard error (i.e., the more variability). Usually values above five are worth 
considering.  On the other hand, tolerance deals with accuracy (i.e., values closer to zero are an 
indication of redundancy and values closer to one indicate no correlation among the independent 
variables). In this study, VIF values ranged from 1.15 to 1.90 and tolerance values ranged from 
.52 to .93.   
With regard to sample size, a minimum of 15 subjects per independent variable (Hair et 
al., 1998) is required for regression analysis. Since there are 16 independent variables, at least 
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240 subjects are needed.  In this study, there were 450 subjects; therefore the minimum sample 
size was achieved. The means, standard deviations, intercorrelations, and reliability estimates for 
all measures are shown in table 40. 
Examination of the intercorrelations suggests several noteworthy patterns. First, the 
correlations among variables were generally low to moderate, suggesting the measures used in 
this study were assessing different constructs. Secondly, organizational learning measures 
showed significant correlations with most of the transfer system variables except for motivation 
to transfer, capacity for transfer, personal outcomes-positive, supervisor sanctions, and openness 
to change. Thirdly, all of the associations were in the expected direction.  
Table 40. Correlation Table for the Organizational Learning Measures and the ALTSI Factors. 
 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
1 Knowledge Indeterminacy --     
2 Learning Latitude .33** --    
3 Organizational Unity .45** .38** --   
4 Innovation .50** .34** .54** --  
5 Overall Measure .71** .62** .81** .84** -- 
6 Transfer Design .16** .18** .16** .15** .20** 
7 Environmental Obstacles to Transfer .08 -.05 -.07 .03 -.00 
8 Personal Outcomes-Positive -.01 -.00 .00 .01 .00 
9 Peer Support .10* .13** .22** .18** .20** 
10 Supervisor Sanctions   -.10* -.04 -.13** -.08 -.13** 
11 Supervisor Support  .15** .12* .17** .18** .19** 
12 Motivation to Transfer .00 .06 .00 .04 .03 
13 Learner Readiness .05 .11* .07 .02 .07 
14  Content Validity .15** .17** .16** .17** .21** 
15 Job Space and Transfer Consequences .12** .04 .14** .24** .18** 
16 Opportunity to Use .14** .11* .22** .18** .22** 
17 Capacity for Transfer -.03 .02 .01 .03 .00 
18 Effort-Performance Expectations .17** .17** .15** .20** .22** 
19 Feedback/Advice .21** .00 .18** .18** .20** 
20 Performance-Outcomes Expectations  .17** .13** .19** .15** .21** 
21 Resistance/Openness to Change .06 .07 .03 .07 .07 
22 Feedback/Help .30** .12** .20** .28** .30** 
23 Self-Efficacy .18** .15** .11** .06 .16** 
Note. The rest of the correlations and descriptive information are shown in table 19. 
         * P # .05 
         ** P # .01  
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Regression Analysis 
 A sum score was created for each individual measure of organizational learning as well 
as an overall composite measure that summed all measures into a single scale. Multiple 
regression analysis with full model entry was used with each of the organizational learning sub-
scale scores and the overall composite score as the dependent variables, and the ALTSI factors as 
the independent variables. Separate analyses were performed for each dependent variable. Since 
the ALTSI contains two separate domains (i.e., training-specific domain and training-in-general 
domain) hierarchal regression analysis was also performed to examine how the variance in 
measures of organizational learning was partitioned among the two domains of learning transfer.   
 The training-specific factors were entered first in the analysis as the first block and the 
training-in-general factors ware entered second. The LTSI is constructed in a way where trainees 
are asked to think about their perceptions toward a specific training program recently attended 
first before thinking about training in general. The proximity to the training was used as a 
determination of which block of variables should be entered first. The training-specific factors 
were entered first because they apply to the training most recently completed by respondents. 
Therefore, there perception of the LTSI factors is more proximal while training-in-general 
factors will have more distant proximity of learning transfer perceptions in organizations. 
The results for each dependent variable are presented below. 
 Overall Organizational Learning Measure. 
 The first dependent variable examined was the composite measure of organizational 
learning. Multiple regression analysis with full model entry yielded statistically significant 
results (F 18, 361 = 4.38, p < .01). The ALTSI factors explained 18% of the variance in the 
overall measure of organizational learning (see Table 41). Standardized Beta weights suggested 
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that personal outcomes-positive; supervisor sanctions; job space & transfer consequences; and 
feedback/help were the significant predictors of an overall measure of organizational learning. 
Table 41. Multiple Regression Analysis of an Overall Measure of Organizational Learning. 
Model df MS F p 
Regression 
Residual 
Total 
18 
361 
379 
1.45 
.33 
4.38 < .01 
Variables in the Equation 
Variable R R2  R2 
Adj. 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Beta 
p 
ALTSI Factors 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations          
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations
Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy 
.42 
 
.18 .14 .57  
 
-.02 
.02 
-.16 
.05 
-.09 
.03 
-.06 
.07 
.11 
.12 
.07 
-.05 
.08 
< .01 
.09 
< .01 
.22 
-.04 
< .01 
 
.68 
.65 
< .01 
.42 
.05 
.61 
.25 
.20 
.07 
.03 
.25 
.27 
.17 
.96 
.13 
.87 
< .01 
.57 
 
 Hierarchal regression analysis revealed that the training-specific block of factors was 
statistically significant (F 12, 402 = 5.31, p < .01). This block of factors had a multiple R value 
of .37 with an R2 of .14 indicating that this group of factors enabled the researcher to explain 
14% of the variance in an overall measure of organizational learning (see Table 42). When the 
second block of factors (training-in-general) was entered into the model, it was found to make a 
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significant contribution to the model. The multiple R increased to .42, and the R2 change for this 
block of factors was .04, indicating that this group of factors collectively added 4% of the 
variance to the total explained variance. This R2 change was determined to be a statistically 
significant increase in the explained variance (F change = 3.52, p < .01) (see Table 42). 
Table 42. Hierarchal Multiple Regression Analysis of an Overall Measurer of Organizational 
Learning. 
 
Model df MS F p 
             Regression 
   1a       Residual 
             Total 
 12 
402 
414 
1.80 
.34 
5.32 < .01 
             Regression 
   2b       Residual 
             Total 
18 
396 
414 
1.59 
.33 
4.85 < .01 
Variables in the Equation 
Variable R R2  R2 
Adj. 
R2 
Change
 F 
change 
Stand. 
Beta  
p 
Training-specific block 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
 
Training-in-general block 
 Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
.37 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.42 
.14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.18 
.08 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.11 
.14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.04 
5.32 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.52 
 
.04 
.01 
-.19 
.09 
-.15 
.09 
-.03 
.04 
.11 
.16 
.11 
-.02 
  
  
-.03 
< .01 
-.14 
.04 
-.10 
.04 
-.07 
.05 
< .01
 .55 
.91 
< .01 
.12 
< .01 
.11 
.60 
.47 
.08 
< .01 
.08 
.72 
 
< .01
.70 
.84 
< .01 
.46 
< .01 
.44 
.28 
.31 
(table cont.) 
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Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations          
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations
Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy 
.10 
.10 
.07 
-.05 
.07 
< .01 
.05 
.02 
.18 
< .01 
.08 
.02 
.19 
.39 
.26 
.99 
.20 
.83 
< .01 
.95 
Note. a: The training-specific factors. 
          b: The training-in-general factors. 
 Knowledge Indeterminacy. 
 The second dependent variable examined was knowledge indeterminancy. Multiple 
regression analysis with full model entry revealed statistically significant results (F 18, 414 = 
4.32, p < .01). The ALTSI factors explained 16% of the variability in the dependent variable (see 
Table 43). Standardized beta weights suggest that environmental obstacles to transfer, personal-
outcomes positive, feedback/help, and self-efficacy were significant predictors of knowledge 
indeterminacy. 
Table 43. Multiple Regression Analysis of Knowledge Indeterminacy. 
Model df MS F p 
Regression 
Residual 
Total 
18 
414 
432 
1.88 
.42 
4.44 < .01 
Variables in the Equation 
Variable R R2  R2 
Adj. 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Beta 
p 
ALTSI Factors 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
.40 
 
.16 .13 .65  
 
< .01 
.13 
-.14 
-.05 
-.09 
.05 
.08 
< .01 
 
.93 
.01 
.01 
.39 
.06 
.38 
.11 
(table cont.) 
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Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations          
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations
Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy 
.04 
.08 
.03 
.02 
-.06 
.05 
.02 
.06 
< .01 
.24 
.12 
.44 
.21 
.55 
.71 
.19 
.46 
.78 
.25 
.94 
< .01 
.03 
 
 Hierarchal regression analysis revealed that the training-specific block of factors was 
statistically significant (F 12, 420, p < .001). This block of factors had a multiple R value of .29 
with an R2 of .09, indicating that this group of factors enabled the researcher to explain 9% of the 
variance in knowledge Indeterminacy. When the second block of factors (training-in-general) 
was entered into the model, it was found to make a significant contribution to the model. The 
multiple R increased to .40, and the R2 change for this block of factors was .07 indicating that 
this group of factors collectively added 7% of the variance to the total explained variance. This 
R2 change was determined to be a statistically significant increase in the explained variance (F 
change = 6.19, p < .01) (see Table 44). 
Table 44. Hierarchal Multiple Regression Analysis of Knowledge Indeterminacy. 
Model df MS F p 
             Regression 
   1a       Residual 
             Total 
 12 
420 
432 
1.51 
.45 
3.32 < .01 
             Regression 
   2b       Residual 
             Total 
18 
414 
432 
1.88 
.42 
4.44 < .01 
Variables in the Equation 
Variable R R2  R2 
Adj. 
R2 
Change
 F 
change 
Stand. 
Beta  
p 
(table cont.) 
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Training-specific block 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
 
Training-in-general block 
 Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations          
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations
Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy 
.29 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.40 
.09 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.16 
.06 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.13 
.09 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.07 
3.32 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.19 
 
.10 
.11 
-.13 
.01 
-.11 
-.03 
.02 
.08 
.06 
.05 
-.03 
-.02 
  
  
< .01 
.12 
-.14 
-.05 
-.08 
.05 
-.09 
.04 
.07 
.03 
.02 
-.06 
.04 
.01 
.06 
< .01 
.24 
.12   
< .01
.16 
.03 
.02 
.77 
.01 
.06 
.50 
.60 
.14 
.19 
.38 
.50 
 
< .01
.93  
 .01 
 .01 
.39 
.05 
.37 
.11 
.43 
.20 
.55 
.70 
.18 
.45 
.77 
.25 
.93 
< .01 
.03 
Note. a: The training-specific factors. 
          b: The training-in-general factors. 
 Learning Latitude. 
 The third dependent variable examined was learning latitude. Multiple regression 
analysis with full model entry revealed statistically significant results (F 18, 414 = 1.97, p = .01).  
The ALTSI factors explained 8% of the variability in the dependent variable (see Table 45).  
Standardized beta weights suggested that personal-outcomes positive and feedback/advice was 
the significant predictor of learning latitude.  
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Table 45. Multiple Regression Analysis of Learning Latitude. 
Model df MS F p 
Regression 
Residual 
Total 
18 
414 
432 
1.62 
.82 
1.97 .01 
Variables in the Equation 
Variable R R2  R2 
Adj. 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Beta 
p 
ALTSI Factors 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations          
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations
Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy 
.28 
 
.08 .04 .91  
 
.01 
< .01 
-.14 
.05 
-.04 
.01 
-.02 
.06 
.11 
.03 
-.03 
-.02 
.04 
-.12 
.06 
.02 
.08 
.07 
.01 
 
.36 
.89 
.01 
.34 
.46 
.76 
.67 
.20 
.08 
.49 
.57 
.70 
.49 
.03 
.27 
.72 
.21 
.29 
 
 Hierarchal regression analysis revealed that the training-specific block of factors was 
statistically significant (F 12, 420, p < .01). This block of factors had a multiple R value of .25 
with an R2 of .06, indicating that this group of variables explained 6% of the total variance in 
learning latitude. When the second block of factors (training-in-general) was entered into the 
model, it made a non-significant contribution to the model. The multiple R increased to .28, and 
the R2 change for this block of factors was .02, indicating that this group of factors collectively 
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added 2% to the total explained variance. This R2 change was determined to be a statistically 
non-significant increase in the total explained variance (F change = 1.38, p = .22) (see Table 46). 
Table 46. Hierarchal Multiple Regression Analysis of Learning Latitude. 
Model df MS F p 
             Regression 
   1a       Residual 
             Total 
 12 
420 
432 
1.87 
.83 
3.32 < .01 
             Regression 
   2b       Residual 
             Total 
18 
414 
432 
1.62 
.82 
1.97 .01 
Variables in the Equation 
Variable R R2  R2 
Adj. 
R2 
Change
 F 
change 
Stand. 
Beta  
p 
Training-specific block 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
 
Training-in-general block 
 Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations          
.25 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.28 
.06 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.08 
.03 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.04 
.06 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.02 
2.26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.38 
 
.10 
-.02 
-.14 
.08 
-.04 
.03 
< .01 
.07 
.11 
.03 
-.03 
< .01 
  
  
.06 
< .01 
-.14 
.05 
-.03 
.01 
-.02 
.06 
.11 
.03 
-.03 
-.01 
.04 
< .01
.14 
.68 
.01 
.17 
.32 
.53 
.96 
.16 
.06 
.51 
.54 
.88 
 
.22 
.35 
.89 
.01 
.34 
.46 
.76 
.67 
.20 
.08 
.49 
.57 
.70 
.49 
(table cont.) 
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Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations
Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy 
-.12 
.06 
.01 
.07 
.06   
.03 
.27 
.72 
.21 
.29 
Note. a: The training-specific factors. 
          b: The training-in-general factors. 
 
 Organizational Unity. 
  
 The fourth dependent variable examined was organizational unity.  Multiple regression 
analysis with full model entry revealed statistically significant results (F 18, 414 = 3.86, p < 
.001). The ALTSI factors explained 14% of the total variability in organizational unity (see 
Table 47). Standardized beta weights suggest that personal-outcomes positive; peer support, 
supervisor sanctions, and job space & transfer consequences were the significant predictors of 
this dependent variable. 
Table 47. Multiple Regression Analysis of Organizational Unity. 
Model df MS F p 
Regression 
Residual 
Total 
18 
414 
432 
3.44 
.89 
3.86 < .001 
Variables in the Equation 
Variable R R2  R2 
Adj. 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Beta 
p 
ALTSI Factors 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
.38 
 
.14 .11 .94  
 
- .04 
- .08 
- .18 
.12 
- .13 
.03 
-.07 
.08 
.06 
.12 
.11 
< .01 
 
.54 
.09 
< .01 
.03 
< .01 
.58 
.19 
.11 
.25 
.03 
.06 
(table cont.) 
 118
Capacity for Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations          
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations
Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy 
-.02 
< .01 
.07 
.08 
- .01 
.06 
- .02 
.70 
.90 
.19 
.16 
.78 
.27 
.77 
 
 Hierarchal regression analysis revealed that the training-specific factors were statistically 
significant (F 12, 420, p < .001). This block of factors had a multiple R value of .36, with an R2 
of .13, indicating that this group of factors explained 13% of the total variance in organizational 
unity. When the second block of factors (training-in-general) was entered into the model, it made 
a significant contribution to the model. The multiple R increased to .38, and the R2 change for 
this block of factors was .01, indicating that this group of factors collectively added 1% of the 
variance to the total explained variance. This R2 change was determined to be a statistically 
significant increase in the explained variance (F change = 1.36, p = .02) (see Table 48). 
Table 48. Hierarchal Multiple Regression Analysis of Organizational Unity. 
Model df MS F p 
             Regression 
   1a       Residual 
             Total 
 12 
420 
432 
4.56 
.90 
5.09 < .001 
             Regression 
   2b       Residual 
             Total 
18 
414 
432 
3.45 
.89 
3.86 < .001 
Variables in the Equation 
Variable R R2  R2 
Adj. 
R2 
Change
 F 
change 
Stand. 
Beta  
p 
Training-specific block 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
.36 
 
 
  
 
 
.13 
 
 
 
 
 
.10 
 
 
 
 
 
.13 
 
 
 
 
 
5.09 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- .01 
- .07 
- .17 
.15 
-.13 
.05 
< .001
.84 
.14 
< .01 
< .01 
< .01 
.36 
(table cont.) 
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Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
 
Training-in-general block 
 Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations          
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations
Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.38 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.36 
.05 
.06 
.07 
.14 
.13 
- .01 
  
  
- .04 
- .08 
-.18 
.12 
-.13 
.03 
-.07 
.08 
.06 
.12 
.11 
-.02 
< .01 
.07 
.08 
- .01 
.06 
- .02   
.26 
.22 
.23 
< .01 
.02 
.75 
 
.02 
.54 
.09 
< .01 
.03 
< .01 
.58 
.19 
.11 
.25 
.03 
.06 
.70 
.90 
.19 
.16 
.78 
.27 
.77 
Note. a: The training-specific factors. 
          b: The training-in-general factors. 
 Innovation.  
 The fifth dependent variable examined was innovation. Multiple regression analysis with 
full model entry revealed statistically significant results (F 18, 408 = 4.84, p < .001). The ALTSI 
factors explained 16% of the variability in innovation (see Table 49). Standardized beta weights 
suggested that personal outcomes-positive, supervisor sanctions, job space & transfer 
consequences were the significant predictors of this dependent variable. 
Table 49. Multiple Regression Analysis of Innovation. 
Model df MS F p 
Regression 
Residual 
18 
408 
2.20 
.45 
4.84 < .001 
(table cont.) 
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Total 426 
Variables in the Equation 
Variable R R2  R2 
Adj. 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Beta 
p 
ALTSI Factors 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations          
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations
Change 
Feedback/Help 
Self-Efficacy 
.40 
 
.16 .12 .66  
 
- .06 
.03 
- .16 
.06 
- .09 
.05 
- .01 
- .01 
.10 
.17 
.05 
< .01 
.11 
- .01 
< .01 
.03 
.20 
- .08 
< .001 
 
.36 
.55 
< .01 
.27 
.04 
.38 
.88 
.91 
.09 
< .01 
.34 
.99 
.06 
.82 
.94 
.51 
< .01 
.17 
 
 Hierarchal regression analysis revealed that the training-specific block of factors was 
statistically significant (F 12, 414, p < .001). This block of factors had a multiple R value of .35, 
with an R2 of .12, indicating that this group of factors explained 12% of the total variance in 
innovation. When the second block of factors (training-in-general) was entered into the model, it 
made a significant contribution to the model. The multiple R increased to .40, and the R2 change 
for this block of variables was .04, indicating that this group of factors collectively added 4% of 
the variance to the total explained variance. This R2 change was determined to be a statistically 
significant increase in the explained variance (F change = 3.09, p < .01) (see Table 50). 
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Table 50. Hierarchal Multiple Regression Analysis of Innovation. 
Model df MS F p 
             Regression 
   1a       Residual 
             Total 
 12 
414 
426 
2.20 
.45 
4.84 < .001 
             Regression 
   2b       Residual 
             Total 
18 
408 
426 
1.92 
.44 
4.35 < .001 
Variables in the Equation 
Variable R R2  R2 
Adj. 
R2 
Change
 F 
change 
Stand. 
Beta  
p 
Training-specific block 
Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
 
Training-in-general block 
 Transfer Design 
Environmental Obstacles to Transfer 
Personal Outcomes-Positive 
Peer Support 
Supervisor Sanction 
Supervisor Support 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learner Readiness 
Content Validity 
Job Space and Transfer Consequence
Opportunity to use 
Capacity for Transfer 
Effort-Performance Expectations          
Feedback/Advice 
Performance-Outcomes Expectations
Change 
Feedback/Help 
.35 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.40 
.12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.16 
.10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.12 
.12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.04 
4.84 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.09 
 
- .01 
.02 
- .16 
.09 
-.10 
.08 
.01 
- .01 
.10 
.21 
.08 
.02 
  
  
- .06 
.03 
-.16 
.06 
-.09 
.05 
-.01 
- .01 
.10 
.17 
.05 
< .01 
.11 
- .01 
< .01 
.03 
.20 
< .001
.87 
.56 
< .01 
.11 
.02 
.11 
.82 
.85 
.08 
< .01 
.18 
.55 
 
< .01 
.36 
.55 
< .01 
.27 
.04 
.38 
.88 
.91 
.09 
< .01 
.34 
.99 
.06 
.82 
.94 
.51 
< .01 
(table cont.) 
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Self-Efficacy - .08 .17 
Note. a: The training-specific factors. 
          b: The training-in-general factors. 
 
 Summary for Research Question Four. 
Research question four asked if learning transfer system factors explained a significant 
portion of the variance in an overall measure of organizational learning, knowledge 
indeterminancy, learning latitude, organizational unity, and innovation. Learning transfer system 
factors explained 18% of the variance in an overall measure of organizational learning. The 
training-specific factors contributed 14% of the total explained variance while training-in-general 
factors added an additional 4% to the total explained variance. Personal outcomes-positive; 
supervisor sanctions; job space & transfer consequences; and feedback/help had significant beta 
weights. 
 Learning transfer system factors explained 16% of the variance in knowledge 
indeterminancy. The training-specific factors contributed 9% of the explained variance while 
training-in-general factors added an additional 7% to the total explained variance. Environmental 
obstacles to transfer, personal-outcomes positive, feedback/help, and self-efficacy were 
significant predictors of knowledge indeterminacy. 
Learning transfer system factors explained 8% of the variance in learning latitude. The 
training-specific factors explained 6% of the variance; however, the training-in-general factors 
contributed only 2% to the total explained variance. Personal-outcomes positive and 
feedback/advice had significant beta weight. 
 Learning transfer system factors explained 14% of the variance in organizational unity.  
The training-specific factors contributed 13% of the total variance while training-in-general 
factors added an additional 1% to the total explained variance. Personal outcomes-positive, peer 
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support, supervisor sanctions, and job space & transfer consequences had significant beta 
weights.  
Finally, learning transfer system factors explained 16% of the variance in innovation.  
The training-specific factors contributed 12% of the total variance while training-in-general 
factors added an additional 4% to the total explained variance. Personal outcomes-positive, 
supervisor sanctions, and job space & transfer consequences had significant beta weights. 
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CHAPTER 5 
  DISCUSSION 
  
          Construct Validation 
The primary purpose of this study was to establish a valid and reliable Arabic version of 
the Learning Transfer System Inventory (ALTSI) for use in Jordan. The original LTSI is well-
grounded in previous research and theory and has exhibited fairly robust psychometric qualities. 
Previous research in the U. S. has established the construct validity (Holton et al., 2000), 
convergent/divergent validity (Bookter, 1999), and criterion-related validity of some of the 
instrument’s scales (Bates, 2001; Bates et al., 2000; Seyler et al., 1998). In addition, the LTSI 
has shown evidence of cross-cultural factor validity among different cultures including Thailand 
(Yamnill, 2001) and Taiwan (Chen, 2003). 
The results of the factor analysis indicated that 18 latent factors with 73 items emerged 
from the Jordanian data collected with the ALTSI. In the training-specific domain, 12 factors 
emerged with 49 items and closely matched the factors found in the original LTSI (Holton et al., 
2000). Environmental obstacles to transfer and job space & transfer consequences emerged as a 
result of a combination of two factors each. In the training-in-general domain, six factors 
emerged with 24 items and closely matched those factors found in the original LTSI. The 
feedback construct split into two factors where one measures the feedback in terms of a verbal 
versus actual help. Results suggest that the Arabic version of the LTSI can provide reliable and 
internally consistent measurement for learning transfer system constructs in Jordan. 
These results are consistent with other cross-cultural instrument validation research done 
with the LTSI. For example, Chen (2003) validated the LTSI in Taiwanese with a sample of 583 
trainees from 20 different organizations. The same factor analysis procedures were employed 
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and resulted in validation of 15 factors (transfer design and opportunity to use emerged as one 
factor and was named transferability) that showed acceptable reliabilities ranging from .65-.92.  
Yamnill (2001), as well, validated the LTSI with a sample of 1029 subjects from 60 different 
organizations in Thailand. The results of the factor analysis showed that 16 factors were valid in 
Thailand and were closely similar to the original factors found in the LTSI. Taken together with 
the results of the present study, these findings suggest nearly all the constructs assessed by the 
LTSI may be robust across cultures.   
 The ALTSI is beneficial to HRD practice and research in Jordan. From the practical 
standpoint, Jordanian organizations can use the ALTSI in several ways including: 
1. To assess potential problems with transfer prior to conducting a major training/learning 
intervention. The ALTSI can be administered prior to designing and delivering training 
as part of the needs assessment process to discover those factors that might hinder 
learning transfer. For example, if supervisors are not supportive of the application of new 
training on the job then the HRD function should be concerned first with delivering 
interventions aimed at changing supervisor’s attitudes toward new training or skills 
associated with effectively supporting learning transfer. 
2. To evaluate the effectiveness of existing training programs. The ALTSI has a section that 
is tailored only to that specific training program. Many training programs in the past were 
evaluated by asking trainees whether or not they liked the training. The ALTSI goes 
beyond that by tabbing the design and delivery of training (e.g., similarity of the content 
of the training with what will be used on the job), the application of training of training 
on the job (e.g., the opportunities the trainees were provided with to use training on the 
job), the attitude of the organization’s work force toward the new training (e.g., 
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supervisor and peer support), the policies of the organization in supporting new training 
(e.g., the reward system), and the motivation level of trainees in general toward adjusting 
to new training. These evaluative tools can provide us with additional information why 
the training program did or did not work. 
3. To investigate known transfer problems. The ALTSI can be used at any point in time to 
point out possible obstacles to learning transfer. The organization can then take the 
necessary actions to correct for such problems and to better able link training to 
individual performance. For example, if the motivation level of employees seems like a 
possible problem, then providing a reward system that is encouraging might be a possible 
solution. 
4. To target interventions designed to enhance transfer. The ALTSI can point out strong 
factors to enhance transfer. For example, if the organization is know for its team-based 
environment, then peer support might be a factor that should be capitalized on. 
5. To incorporate evaluation of transfer as part of regular employee assessments. To ensure 
the effectiveness of training programs, employees can be offered packages which 
incorporate their ability to use and apply training on the job as part of their evaluation. 
 The ability of Jordanian organizations to use the ALTSI effectively can reap many 
benefits to the growth, development and sustainability of organizations as well as to the 
economic growth of the whole nation. The ability of organizations to limit unnecessary expenses, 
develop effective and profitable training programs, enhance individual and organizational 
performance is very vital to their survival and competitiveness. Such combined efforts can 
contribute greatly to the economic growth of the nation as a whole by developing and nurturing 
the expertise and competencies of the national workforce. 
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 From a research standpoint, this investigation is important because it represents an 
important effort to draw attention to the importance of learning transfer research in Jordan and 
open up new avenues of investigation. Also, this research represents and important effort to 
disseminate and share HRD tools and expertise across geographic and cultural boundaries. This 
is critically important given the global nature of business today and the internationalization of the 
field of HRD. For example, creating an Arabic version of the LTSI will enable HRD 
practitioners in Jordan to investigate the factors that influence transfer and to more fully evaluate 
the effectiveness of training.   
It also has the potential to enable the comparison of transfer systems across geographic 
and cultural boundaries and to help us learn more about how learning and performance are linked 
and facilitated. Understanding this linkage may be even more critical in developing economies 
where effective learning – performance linkages are perhaps not as well understood or pursued 
but nevertheless have the potential to dramatically improve individual performance and 
organizational competitiveness. 
Certainly the study of learning transfer can draw attention to the importance of learning 
transfer in the viability of organizations and the economy as a whole in Jordan and spur greater 
intent and effort in understanding training effectiveness. Moreover, knowing that many 
international and multinational organizations are expanding overseas, the local and international 
HRD functions, will gain deeper understanding of the transfer systems that exists in the Arabic 
cultures, develop interventions to enhance learning transfer, and ultimately improve 
organizational learning and performance. 
On the other hand, HRD in the U. S. will have further proofs to the validity and reliability 
of the LTSI psychometric properties. The LTSI can be used to guide the efforts of the HRD 
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function in enhancing training effectiveness and diagnose early problems with learning transfer.  
Such effort will have a great benefit to the organization as a whole by contributing to the bottom 
line results as well as overall learning and may provide further evidence to the credibility of the 
HRD function. 
The Learning Transfer System and Group Differences 
 In terms of research questions two and three, the Multivariate Analysis of Variance 
(MANOVA) indicated that the learning transfer system perceptions were significantly different 
across individual variables (e.g., educational level and years of experience) and situational 
variables (e.g., types of training, choice of training, sector of the organization, and task of the 
organization). These results are generally consistent with previous research (Chen, 2003; Holton, 
Chen, & Naquin, 2002; Yamnill, 2001) where perceptions of the transfer systems differed across 
individual and situational variables. However, the learning transfer system perceptions did not 
differ across gender and age, meaning that organizations need not to be too concerned with 
gender and/or age differences when designing training. It appeared that males and females from 
different age groups seemed to have the same perceptions with regard to learning transfer 
systems. Overall, the results show that transfer systems are not homogeneous, but differ 
somewhat depending on multiple factors.   
Individual Differences  
Individual variables (e.g., educational level and work experience) can have an impact on 
how people perceive transfer systems. Research to understand why perceptions of the learning 
transfer system factors vary across individual difference variables may provide insight into the 
influence of such variables on the transfer systems in organizations. This study documented that 
individual differences are associated with how people perceive transfer systems in organizations. 
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For example, the results of this study indicated that employees with lower levels of education 
reported higher levels of motivation to transfer training on the job than employees with higher 
levels of education. They were also more likely to perceive that their transfer efforts will result in 
some kind of performance improvement, which in turn will lead to a desirable outcome (e.g., 
salary increase). Employees with lower levels of education also perceived lower levels of 
resistance in the workplace to the transfer of learning (e.g., higher levels of openness to change), 
and perceived the content of training as more consistent with their job requirements.    
These findings suggest that employees with lower educational levels - working in a 
supportive environment (e.g., personal outcomes-positive) and provided with the right training 
(content validity) have high expectations for the value of training and are well motivated to try to 
improve work through learning. This lower educational level/high expectation and motivation 
pattern is consistent with what we would expect from employees with low educational levels 
who may have recognized that training can help them perform their jobs better. This suggests 
they may see training and its application on the job as one mean of compensating for less formal 
education when compared to their co-workers. HRD practitioners in Jordan should capitalize on 
the KSA’s of employees with lower education levels to keep their motivational level up to 
standards by providing different incentives (e.g., literacy training programs, paid college 
education, and work-related conference attendance). 
 Results also suggested that people with various job tenures perceived transfer systems 
differently. Specifically, employees with a long work experience reported higher levels of 
motivation to transfer, more opportunities to practice with learning on the job, and also perceived 
their work group to be more open to change. This suggests that employees who have been with 
the company for extended periods of time are better able to see the relevance of training program 
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contents to their job requirements, and to transfer it and apply it on the job, than those with 
minimum work experience. These results are generally consistent with previous research (Chen, 
2003; Donovan, Hannigan, & Crowe, 2001). For example, Donovan et al. (2001) suggested that 
those employees who had been in the company the longest believed that they were more 
prepared for training and that training content reflected what will be used on the job.   
 These findings suggest, in general, that variations in learning transfer system perceptions 
by job tenure may mean that employees who have been with the company longer are more 
prepared psychologically to deal with new situations as they arise, more familiar with their jobs 
and job-related improvements, and have established strong relationships within their companies 
and workgroups which may help them to overcome obstacles to learning transfer. Finally, 
organizations in Jordan should attempt to partner employees with minimum work experience 
with those experienced workers to enhance their level of confidence and motivation.  
Situational Differences 
Learning transfer system perceptions were also found to be significantly different across 
several situational variables including types of training, choice of training, sector of the 
organization, and task of the organization. The examination of the learning transfer system 
perceptions across training types revealed that 11 of the 18 factors were significantly different 
depending on the type of training provided by the organization. In the present study, respondents 
who participated in technical training appeared to have significantly more positive transfer 
system perceptions than respondents who participated in other types of training. This suggests 
that the nature of training had an influence on employees’ perceptions of elements of the transfer 
system. For example, it suggests that technical training, because of its practical job-relatedness 
can influence perceptions of several important transfer factors such as the opportunity to apply 
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training on the job. This suggests that organizations providing technical training have the best 
configuration of learning transfer systems. The National Center for Human Resource 
Development (NCHRD) in Jordan can use such information to develop ideal training programs 
with unique configurations. Best practices can then be developed and disseminated to 
organizations operating in Jordan.   
The results also showed that employees valued voluntary training over mandatory 
training. On one hand, these results are somewhat surprising to the extent we would expect that 
mandatory training would be valued over voluntary training. Some have suggested, for example, 
that mandatory training sends a message to employees that such training is central to the 
achievement of organizational objectives which, in turn, should increase employees’ training-
related motivation (Tsai, 2003). However, in the present study, employees who received 
voluntary training had higher levels of motivation and expectations than those who participated 
in mandatory training. These findings are consistent with research indicating that the act of 
choosing training encourages the perception that training offers some positive utility. Results 
from a number of studies indicate that trainees allowed some degree of choice in training were 
generally more satisfied with training, showed higher motivation to learn, and scored higher on 
achievement results (see Baldwin, Magjuka, & Loher, 1991; Clark, Dobbins, & Ladd, 1993; 
Mathieu, Tannenbaum, & Salas, 1992).  
It is clear that freedom of choice may have produced intrinsic satisfaction and generated 
the belief that training should be attended for its own sake to gain knowledge that is beneficial to 
employees’ jobs. Such intrinsic satisfaction might be the reason behind the high levels of 
expectations and motivation of those who attended voluntary training.   
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 The examination of the transfer systems perceptions across sector of the organization 
revealed that the private sector organizations seemed to have stronger transfer systems than 
public sector organizations. Employees from the private sector had more supportive 
environments where they had the opportunity to use training on the job, received feedback about 
their progress, and had less supervisor sanctions than did the public sector employees. This 
finding is expected due to the fact that the private sector in Jordan is more concerned with 
performance (result-oriented), therefore, a supportive environment is expected in the private 
sector in the form of feedback and opportunity to use learning on the job. Moreover, the private 
sector usually offers training courses with the expectation that it will result in performance 
improvements whereas the public sector may offer training courses without considerations to the 
bottom line. The NCHRD in Jordan should nurture and develop human capital and how it is 
connected to the bottom line results. Also, more efforts should take place in the public sector to 
eliminate obstacles to transfer such as supervisors’ sanctions.  
 Finally, perceptions of the learning transfer systems also varied across task of the 
organization. The high-tech sector appeared to have the strongest transfer system. This may be 
due to the fact that the high-tech sector is more of a technology-based, results-oriented, and 
innovative environment when compared to the other industries such as the banking sector or the 
insurance sector. This findings support the idea that different types of organizations may have 
different cultures which might weaken or strengthen the transfer of learning. 
 In general, the findings suggest that the LTSI has potential as a diagnostic tool in Jordan. 
This study demonstrated that the ALTSI can be used to diagnose the transfer systems in 
Jordanian organizations and to further discover the main factors that either inhibit or support 
learning transfer. Such findings can help organizations more fully benefit from training 
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investments and realize training’s full potential by realizing contributions to organizational goals 
and objectives. HRD practitioners can use the LTSI as an evaluation tool to provide information 
about system deficiencies within the organizations. For example, if it was uncovered that content 
validity of training is somewhat not at the required level, then we can intervene by building 
training programs that will reflect what will be used on the job, thus enhancing transfer.   
 To add further, we need to shed the light on the fact that each organization is expected to 
have differences in its best configuration of learning transfer because of cultural differences.  
Thus not all organizations should have or build the same kinds of transfer systems (Holton & 
Baldwin, 2000). For example, an organization with a strong team-based culture may recognize 
peer support as a more dominant predictor of learning transfer than supervisor support. In this 
case capitalizing on peer support would be of advantage to the organization. 
 Finally, consideration should also be given to individual differences and situational 
differences to build a strong transfer system within a particular organization. For example, the 
organizations may receive higher investments in the long-run when they invest in improving 
their employees’ abilities, skills and education. By doing so, the organization may offer 
education and skill packages to their employees on a regular basis as part of their employee 
development. 
The Learning Transfer System and Organizational Learning 
The present study reported on an initial exploratory examination of the relationship 
between the learning transfer system perceptions and selected organizational learning measures.  
The objective was to empirically examine the ability of the ALTSI factors to account for a 
significant portion of the total variance in the five measures of organizational learning including 
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knowledge indeterminancy, learning latitude, organizational unity, innovation, and an overall 
measure.   
This study has documented for the first time that a linkage existed between these two 
construct domains (learning transfer and organizational learning). Findings indicated that the 
learning transfer systems accounted for a significant portion of the explained variance in the 
perceived organizational learning. For example, ALTSI factors explained 18% of the variance in 
an overall measure of organizational learning, 16% in knowledge indeterminancy, 8% in learning 
latitude, 14% in organizational unity, and 16% in innovation.   
Results suggested that higher levels of learning transfer were associated with higher 
levels of organizational learning. Factors such as personal-outcomes positive, feedback, 
supervisor sanctions, peer support, job space & transfer consequences, and environmental 
obstacles to transfer have contributed significantly to the explained variance in measures of 
organizational learning (as shown by their significant regression weights). Findings also 
indicated that the learning transfer systems can account for a significant portion of the explained 
variance in the perceived organizational learning. This indeed has established the criterion 
validity of the ALTSI. 
These findings are important from a theoretical standpoint because they expand our 
understanding about how the learning transfer system variables fit with other learning-related 
variables and constructs. By examining the relationship between LTSI variables and 
organizational learning variables this research has expanded the nomological network of these 
variables. This is important because organizational learning literature is “startling unclear” about 
how learning organization strategies are to improve critical organizational outcomes (Kaiser, 
2000). This research provides an initial glimpse of what may be a valuable linkage between 
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learning transfer systems and organizational learning. Secondly, the study links two constructs 
that have generated a lot of interest in the HRD and organizational behavior literature thereby 
expanding their nomological networks. Finally, there has been little if any research that has 
examined variables affecting the relationship between learning transfer systems and 
organizational learning variables in Arabic cultures, such as that found in Jordan. This research, 
therefore, represents a milestone in this kind of cross-cultural research by showing that learning 
transfer systems and organizational learning can be fruitfully examined in cultures quite different 
from that in the U.S.  
Finally, these two construct domains should be addressed more fully in research on their 
influence on subjective and objective measures of organizational performance, thus expanding 
the nomological network. It is a well-known fact that organizations place a great deal of focus on 
the contribution of investments in training to the bottom line. It is believed that linking learning 
transfer to such measures is powerful evidence of the predictive validity of learning transfer in 
the viability of organizations. We should also mention that other factors may have contributed to 
the explained variance such as culture, politics, economic status, and family.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
The present study’s recommendation for future research was based on the suggestions 
proposed by Benson (1998) of the strong program for construct validation as well as the 
researcher recommendations. 
   Clearly the purposive and convenient sampling techniques used in this study created 
limitations on the generalizability of the findings. Future research should employ random 
sampling techniques. The causal relationship between learning transfer systems and 
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organizational learning measures would benefit from future research employing more rigorous 
research designs (e.g., longitudinal designs). 
The present study documented that the learning transfer system perceptions varied 
depending on situational variables and individual variables. Future research should study the 
relationship between situational variables and individual variables and their joint effect on the 
learning transfer systems.   
In addition, research directed at improving the psychometric qualities of certain ALTSI 
scales is warranted. There is a need to increase the number of items on a few factors and avoid 
writing items that have negative connotations. As noticed in Table 14 and 16, job space & 
transfer consequences, opportunity to use training, and feedback/help had only three items, while 
capacity for transfer had two items. Moreover, score reliability is still not high enough for 
resistance/openness to change (α = .53), capacity for transfer (α = .55), and job space & transfer 
consequences (α = .48) and requires further validation. In short, further efforts to improve the 
reliabilities on some ALTSI scales (e.g., by increasing the number of items) may be desirable, if 
the scales are to be more widely used in Jordan. Moreover, there is a need to validate the 
definition of each construct in Jordan by employing various methods such as interviews, focus 
groups, and surveys. For example, two constructs in the training-specific domain (environmental 
obstacles to transfer and job space & transfer consequences) and the feedback/help and 
feedback/advice constructs from the training-in-general domain need further investigation. 
The second recommendation would be to add more factors to the ALTSI that may 
specifically pertain to the Jordanian culture and thereby impact learning transfer within that 
culture. The cultural differences alone suggest that may be other learning transfer system factors 
such as organizational commitment and job involvement that may be important to measure in the 
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Jordanian culture specifically or Arabic cultures in general. A qualitative effort that includes 
interviews and focus groups may be helpful in uncovering those factors. 
After the structure of the ALTSI has been enhanced, a confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) would be needed to fully confirm the latent structure of the ALTSI. CFA methodology is 
necessary to confirm that those items found to belong to a certain factor in the initial exploratory 
factor analysis actually exist. Once confirmed, the ALTSI can be explored with a different 
sample to ensure that the factor structure exists in the Jordanian culture. Moreover, we need to 
make sure that the ALTSI is administered directly after training rather than up to six months after 
training like the case in the present study. Path modeling and structural equation modeling are 
other techniques that could be used to demonstrate the predictive relationship and its direction 
among the ALTSI constructs in the Jordanian culture.  These techniques could be used as a first 
step toward theory development. 
The fourth recommendation would be to establish the criterion validity of the ALTSI in 
Jordan by establishing its relationship with other important outcomes in the field of HRD such as 
performance. For example, one might focus on a specific training program such as technical 
training to test for the relationship between learning transfer system factors and objective and 
subjective performance measures. Such procedures will add credibility to the measuring 
instrument by establishing its criterion validity. Furthermore, the convergent and divergent 
validity of the ALTSI can be established by establishing the relationship between the ALTSI 
constructs and similar other constructs.  
The final recommendation would involve comparing the responses from the Jordanian 
culture with those from the American culture or other cultures, after employing invariance 
testing techniques. Invariance testing allows comparison of results across different sampling 
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parameters to determine how similar or different the results are. This is an important technique in 
establishing the replicability of results for future research. 
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FACT SHEET 
Dear participant, 
 My name is Samer Khasawneh.  I am a Ph. D. student in the Human Resource Education 
Department, Louisiana State University.  I am doing my dissertation research on validating an 
Arabic version of the Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) that was developed by 
researchers in the U. S.  The LTSI measures the factors that influence trainees’ ability to transfer 
what they learn in training to their work-settings.  Measurement of these factors improves 
training effectiveness and positively influences individual and organizational performance. 
 
 The attached instrument has three sections.  The first section is labeled the LTSI which 
has two parts: the first part pertains to your perception about that specific training program you 
have recently attended.  The second part pertains to your perception about all training programs 
in general.  The second section of the survey asks for your beliefs and views about items related 
to whether or not your organization has some type of learning system in place.  The final section 
asks for your demographic information. 
 
Your organization has chosen to participate in the study.  Your participation in the study 
is also voluntary.  Neither your name nor your organization name will be identified in the study.   
Moreover, please be advised that all of your responses to this instrument will remain anonymous 
and will not be disclosed under any circumstances.  Only aggregated results will be published. 
 
Finally, the instrument contains items that are dependent on your perception only, so 
please answer as honestly as possible.  There is no right or wrong answer.  The instrument will 
take approximately 20 minutes to complete. 
 
Thank you for your participation.  If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to let 
me know. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Samer Khasawneh    
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Please circle the number (1, 2, 3, 4 or 5) to the right of each item that most closely reflects your 
opinion about training. 
 
 
 
For the following items, please think about THIS SPECIFIC TRAINING ROGRAM: 
Please indicate the type of training attended……………………………………………. 
 
1. Prior to the training, I knew how the program was supposed to affect my       1      2      3      4      5 
performance. 
 
2. Training will increase my personal productivity.         1      2      3      4      5  
3. When I leave training, I can’t wait to get back to work to try what I      1      2      3      4      5 
        learned. 
 
4. I believe that training will help me do my current job better.       1      2      3      4      5 
5. I get excited when I think about trying to use my new learning on my      1      2      3      4      5 
       job. 
  
6. If I successfully use my training, I will receive a salary increase.      1      2      3      4      5 
7. If I use this training, I am more likely to be rewarded.        1      2      3      4      5 
8. I am likely to receive some ‘perks’ if I use my newly learned skills on the     1      2      3      4      5 
job.  
 
9. Before the training, I had a good understanding of how it would fit my      1      2      3      4      5 
job-related development. 
  
10. I knew what to expect from the training before it began.       1      2      3      4      5  
11. I don’t have time to try to use this training.         1      2      3      4      5  
12. Trying to use this training will take too much energy away from my      1      2      3      4      5  
other work. 
  
13. The expected outcomes of this training were clear at the beginning of       1      2      3      4      5  
 the training. 
 
14.  Employees in this organization are penalized for not using what they      1      2      3      4      5 
 have learned in training.  
 
Learning Transfer System Inventory 
1. Strongly Disagree  2. Disagree  3. Neither Agree Nor Disagree 
4. Agree  5. Strongly Agree 
 @ copyright 1998, E. F. Holton III & R. Bates, all rights reserved, version 2 
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For the following items, please think about THIS SPECIFIC TRAINING ROGRAM: 
 
15. If I use what I learn in training, it will help me get higher performance ratings.      1      2      3      4      5 
16. Employees in this organization receive various ‘perks’ when they utilize     1      2      3      4      5  
newly learned skills on the job. 
 
17. If I do not use my training I am unlikely to get a raise.        1      2      3      4      5  
18. I am more likely to be recognized for my work if I use this training.       1      2      3      4      5  
19. My workload allows me time to try the new things I have learned.       1      2      3      4      5 
20. There is too much happening at work right now for me to try to use this      1      2      3      4      5  
training. 
 
21. If I do not use new techniques taught in training I will be reprimanded.      1      2      3      4      5 
22. Successfully using this training will help me get a salary increase.      1      2      3      4      5    
23. If I do not utilize my training I will be cautioned about it.        1      2      3      4      5 
24. When employees in this organization do not use their training it gets noticed.      1      2      3      4      5 
25. I have time in my schedule to change the way I do things to fit my new      1      2      3      4      5 
learning. 
 
26. Someone will have to change my priorities before I will be able to apply     1      2      3      4      5 
my new learning. 
 
27.  I wish I had time to do things the way I know they should be done.       1      2      3      4      5  
28. My colleagues appreciate my using new skills I have learned in training.      1      2      3      4      5  
29. My colleagues encourage me to use the skills I have learned in training.      1      2      3      4      5 
30. At work, my colleagues expect me to use what I learn in training.       1      2      3      4      5 
31. My colleagues are patient with me when I try out new skills or techniques     1      2      3      4      5 
at work.  
 
32. My supervisor meets with me regularly to work on problems I may be      1      2      3      4      5 
having in trying to use my training. 
 
33. My supervisor meets with me to discuss ways to apply training on the job.      1      2      3      4      5 
 
1. Strongly Disagree  2. Disagree  3. Neither Agree Nor Disagree 
4. Agree  5. Strongly Agree 
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For the following items, please think about THIS SPECIFIC TRAINING ROGRAM: 
 
34. My supervisor will object if I try to use this training on the job.       1      2      3      4      5 
35. My supervisor will oppose the use of techniques I learned in this training.     1      2      3      4      5 
36. My supervisor thinks I am being less effective when I use the        1      2      3      4      5 
techniques taught in this training. 
 
37. My supervisor shows interest in what I learn in training.       1      2      3      4      5 
38. My supervisor opposes the use of the techniques I learned in training.      1      2      3      4      5  
39. My supervisor sets goals for me which encourage me to apply my      1      2      3      4      5 
training on the job. 
 
40. My supervisor lets me know I am doing a good job when I use my training.     1      2      3      4      5  
 
41. My supervisor will not like it if I do things the way I learned in this training.     1      2      3      4      5 
 
42. My supervisor doesn’t think this training will help my work.       1      2      3      4      5 
 
43. My supervisor helps me set realistic goals for job performance based on     1      2      3      4      5 
my training. 
 
44. My supervisor would use different techniques than those I would be      1      2      3      4      5  
using if I use my training. 
 
45. My supervisor thinks I am being ineffective when I use the techniques      1      2      3      4      5 
taught in training. 
 
46. My supervisor will probably criticize this training when I get back to the job.     1      2      3      4      5 
 
47. The instructional aids (equipment, illustrations, etc.) used in training are very     1      2      3      4      5 
similar to real things I use on the job. 
 
48. The methods used in training are very similar to how we do it on the job.     1      2      3      4      5 
 
49. I like the way training seems so much like my job.        1      2      3      4      5 
 
50. I will have the things I need to be able to use this training.       1      2      3      4      5 
 
51. I will be able to try out this training on my job.        1      2      3      4      5 
 
52. The activities and exercises the trainers used helped me know how to      1      2      3      4      5 
apply my learning on the job. 
 
1. Strongly Disagree  2. Disagree  3. Neither Agree Nor Disagree 
4. Agree  5. Strongly Agree 
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For the following items, please think about THIS SPECIFIC TRAINING ROGRAM: 
 
 
 
53. It is clear to me that the people conducting the training understand how                1      2      3      4      5  
I will use what I will learn. 
 
54.  The trainer(s) used lots of examples that showed me how I could use      1      2      3      4      5 
my learning on the job. 
 
55. The way the trainer(s) taught the material made me feel more confident      1      2      3      4      5 
I can apply it. 
 
56. The resources I need to use what I learned will be available to me after      1      2      3      4      5 
training. 
 
57. I will get opportunities to use this training on my job.        1      2      3      4      5 
 
58.  What is taught in training closely matches my job requirements.     1      2      3      4      5 
 
59. The situations used in training are very similar to those I encounter     1      2      3      4      5 
on my job. 
 
60. There are enough human resources available to allow me to use skills     1      2      3      4      5 
acquired in training. 
 
61.  At work, budget limitations will prevent me from using skills acquired in    1      2      3      4      5 
 training. 
 
62. Our current staffing level is adequate for me to use this training.     1      2      3      4      5 
 
63. It will be hard to get materials and supplies I need to use the skills and     1      2      3      4      5 
knowledge learned in training. 
 
     
 
 
Please complete questions 64 – 89 on the following pages. 
Note that these items have new instructions  
Please read them carefully  
 
 
 
 
 
         
  
 
1. Strongly Disagree  2. Disagree  3. Neither Agree Nor Disagree 
4. Agree  5. Strongly Agree 
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      For the following items, please THINK ABOUT TRAINING IN GENERAL in your  
      Organization 
 
64. The organization does not really value my performance.                                    1      2      3      4      5 
65. My job performance improves when I use new things that I have learned.                 1      2      3      4      5 
66. The harder I work at learning, the better I do my job.        1      2      3      4      5 
67. For the most part, the people who get rewarded around here are the       1      2      3      4      5 
ones that do something to deserve it. 
 
68. When I do things to improve my performance, good things happen to me.     1      2      3      4      5 
69. Training usually helps me increase my productivity.        1      2      3      4      5 
70. People around here notice when you do something well.       1      2      3      4      5 
71. The more training I apply on my job, the better I do my job.       1      2      3      4      5 
72. My job is ideal for someone who likes to get rewarded when they do      1      2      3      4      5 
something really good. 
 
73. People in my group generally prefer to use existing methods, rather      1      2      3      4      5 
than try new methods learned in training. 
 
74. Experienced employees in my group ridicule others when they use      1      2      3      4      5 
techniques they learn in training. 
 
75. People in my group are open to changing the way they do things.      1      2      3      4      5 
76. People in my group are not willing to put in the effort to change the way     1      2      3      4      5  
things are done. 
 
77. My workgroup is reluctant to try new ways of doing things.        1      2      3      4      5 
78. My workgroup is open to change if it will improve our job performance.      1      2      3      4      5 
79. After training, I get feedback from people on how well I am applying       1      2      3      4      5 
what I learn. 
 
80. People often make suggestions about how I can improve my job        1      2      3      4      5 
performance. 
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1. Strongly Disagree  2. Disagree  3. Neither Agree Nor Disagree 
4. Agree  5. Strongly Agree 
Please turn to the next page 
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     For the following items, please THINK ABOUT TRAINING IN GENERAL in your  
     Organization 
 
81.   I get a lot of advice from others about how to do my job better.       1      2      3      4      5 
82.  I am confident in my ability to use new skills at work.        1      2      3      4      5 
83.  I never doubt my ability to use newly learned skills on the job.       1      2      3      4      5 
84. I am sure I can overcome obstacles on the job that hinder my use of        1      2      3      4      5 
new skills or knowledge. 
 
85. At work, I feel very confident using what I learned in training even in the      1      2      3      4      5 
face of difficult or taxing situations.  
 
86. People often tell me things to help me improve my job performance.       1      2      3      4      5 
87. When I try new things I have learned, I know who will help me.      1      2      3      4      5 
88. If my performance is not what it should be, people will help me       1      2      3      4      5 
improve. 
 
89. I regularly have conversations with people about how to improve my     1      2      3      4      5 
performance.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
@ Copyright 1998, E. F. Holton III & R. Bates,  all rights reserved, version 
1. Strongly Disagree  2. Disagree  3. Neither Agree Nor Disagree 
4. Agree  5. Strongly Agree 
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ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING SCALES 
 
 
Knowledge Indeterminancy Scale:  Measures the perceived belief that knowledge is not fixed, 
but is in fact unbounded and incalculable, and any individual may be a source of knowledge, 
while no one person knows all things. 
 
 
 
 
 
Please respond to the following questions by circling the appropriate answer. 
 
We develop better solutions to problems when we work together in groups.               1       2       3       4      5       6 
It’s important for some people to question the way the things are done                       1       2       3       4      5       6 
when the current practices need to be challenged. 
           
Learning occurs when we accept that no one person can know all the answers.           1       2       3       4      5       6 
We can predict where things appear to be headed in our industry.                                1       2       3       4      5       6 
The nature of work today makes it essential to work and learn with people                  1       2       3       4      5       6 
in different parts of the organization. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Not true  2. Mostly not true  3. Somewhat not true 
4. Somewhat true  5. Mostly true            6. True     
@ Copyright 2000, E. F. Holton III & S. Kaiser 
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Learning Latitude Scale (Risk-taking):  Measures the perceived license, within a recognized 
range, for learning freedom enabling individuals to be independent thinkers and to both promote 
and try new ideas. 
 
 
 
 
 
Please respond to the following questions by circling the appropriate answer. 
 
To be successful, we need to take risks and try new things, as long as                  1       2       3       4      5       6 
 site and personal safety are not compromised. 
                                                           
Long term outcomes are just as important as short term results.                                1       2       3       4      5       6 
It is more important to learn from mistakes than to blame people                    1       2       3       4      5       6 
who make them. 
 
It is good to be an independent thinker here.                                                               1       2       3       4      5       6 
 
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
1. Not true  2. Mostly not true  3. Somewhat not true 
4. Somewhat true  5. Mostly true            6. True     
@ Copyright 2000, E. F. Holton III & S. Kaiser 
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Organizational Unity Scale:  Measures the perceived belief that all organizational members are 
of one mind working toward recognized common goals for the benefit of the organization and all 
its constituents. 
 
 
 
 
 
Please respond to the following questions by circling the appropriate answer. 
 
People here trust each other enough to be honest about what they think.             1       2       3       4      5       6 
The most important thing is to find the best ideas, regardless of the source.                   1       2       3       4      5       6 
People here believe in doing what is best for the organization, even if it is                     1       2       3       4      5       6 
not best for their unit. 
 
Everyone should have a common understanding of organizational goals.                       1       2       3       4      5       6 
Being flexible is considered essential in our organization.                                               1       2       3       4      5       6 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Not true  2. Mostly not true  3. Somewhat not true 
4. Somewhat true  5. Mostly true            6. True     
@ Copyright 2000, E. F. Holton III & S. Kaiser 
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Innovation Scale:  Measures the perceived ability of the organization to adopt and/or create new 
ideas and to implement ideas in the development of new and better products, services, and work 
processes and procedures. 
 
 
 
 
 
Please respond to the following questions by circling the appropriate answer. 
 
We can point to numerous new products/services that have come from new              1       2       3       4      5       6 
 ideas within the organization. 
 
We have improved the quality of our products/services by continuously                        1       2       3       4      5       6 
looking for new and better ways to do things. 
 
We have adopted new ideas from outside the organization to become more                   1       2       3       4      5       6 
competitive. 
 
We are good at using unfamiliar idea to spark our own ideas on how to stay                  1       2       3       4      5       6 
competitive. 
 
We can respond to changes in customers’ demands for new products/services               1       2       3       4      5       6 
more quickly today. 
 
We are a better organization because we are always thinking of new ways to           1       2       3       4      5       6 
improve work practices. 
 
New and different ideas are seen as opportunities for learning better ways to          1       2       3       4      5       6 
do things.  
 
Our ability to successfully implement new ideas is the key to our strengths          1       2       3       4      5       6 
in our markets. 
 
We have not been able to develop successful new products/services from new           1       2       3       4      5       6 
things we have learned. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Not true  2. Mostly not true  3. Somewhat not true 
4. Somewhat true  5. Mostly true            6. True     
@ Copyright 2000, E. F. Holton III & S. Kaiser 
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DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 
 
 
  
 
  
 
Please answer the following questions about yourself by checking the appropriate space. 
 
1. What is your gender? 
 
--- Male --- Female 
 
2. What is your current age? 
--- Under 21 
--- 21-29 years 
--- 30-39 years 
--- 40-44 years 
--- 45 years and above 
 
3. What is your level of education? 
--- Less than high school 
--- High school graduate 
--- Bachelor’s degree 
--- Master’s degree 
--- Doctoral degree 
--- Other (Please specify) -------------------------- 
 
4. What are your total years of experience in the current organization? 
-------------------------------- 
 
5. What is the type of training program you attended? 
-------------------------------- 
 
6. Was the training on which you based your responses to this survey 
--- Voluntary        --- Mandatory, (check one). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Learning Transfer System Inventory 
 
Section Three: Demographic Questions 
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LEARNING TRANSFER SYSTEM INVENTORY (LTSI) 
SCALE DEFINITIONS 
 
Usage Notes: 
 
The Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) is a fourth generation instrument and is based 
on extensive research.  The scale definitions listed below are sound based on factor analysis with 
a database of over 2,500 respondents representing a wide variety of industries, jobs, company 
types, and levels of employees. Because we are continually working to improve the statistical 
properties of the scales, some new items have been added to certain scales.  Please note that 
these are used for research purposes and should not be tabulated in your results. 
 
Factor LTSI Item Numbers For Research Purposes 
Only 
USERS IGNORE 
 
Specific Training Program Scales                      
 
Learner Readiness 1, 9, 10, 13  
Motivation to Transfer Learning 2, 3, 4, 5  
Personal Outcomes-Positive 6, 16, 17, 7, 8, 15, 18, 22 
Personal Outcomes-Negative 14, 21, 23, 24  
Personal Capacity for Transfer 19, 25, 26, 27 11, 12, 20 
Peer Support 28, 29, 30, 31  
Supervisor/Manager Support 32, 33, 37, 39, 40, 43  
Supervisor/Manager Sanctions 38, 44, 45, 34, 35, 36, 41, 42, 46 
Perceived Content Validity 47, 48, 49, 58, 59  
Transfer Design 52, 53, 54, 55  
Opportunity to Use Learning 56, 60, 61, 63 50, 51, 57, 62 
 
Training in General Scales 
 
Transfer Effort—Performance 
Expectations 
65, 66, 69, 71  
Performance—Outcomes 
Expectations 
64, 67, 68, 70, 72  
Resistance/Openness to Change 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78  
Performance Self-Efficacy 82, 83, 84, 85  
Feedback/Performance Coaching 79,  86, 87,  89 80, 81, 88 
@ Copyright 1998, E. F. Holton III & R. Bates,  all rights reserved, version 
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LTSI SCALE DESCRIPTIONS 
 
Scale Name Scale Definition Scale Description 
Trainee Characteristics Scales 
Learner Readiness The extent to which 
individuals are prepared to 
enter and participate in a 
training program. 
This factor addresses the degree 
to which the individual had the 
opportunity to provide input 
prior to the training, knew what 
to expect during the training, 
and understood how training 
was related to job-related 
development and work 
performance. 
Performance Self-Efficacy  
 
An individual=s general 
belief that they are able to 
change their performance 
when they want to. 
 
The extent to which individuals 
feel confident and self-assured 
about applying new abilities in 
their jobs, and can overcome 
obstacles that hinder the use of 
new knowledge and skills. 
Motivation Scales 
Motivation to Transfer 
Learning. 
The direction, intensity and 
persistence of effort toward 
utilizing in a work setting 
skills and knowledge learned 
in training. 
The extent to which individuals 
are motivated to utilize learning 
in their work.  This includes the 
degree to which individuals feel 
better able to perform, plan to 
use new skills and knowledge, 
and believe new skills will help 
them to more effectively 
perform on-the-job 
Transfer Effort—
Performance Expectations  
 
The expectation that effort 
devoted to transferring 
learning will lead to changes 
in job performance. 
The extent to which individuals 
believe that applying skills and 
knowledge learned in training 
will improve their performance. 
This includes whether an 
individual believes that 
investing effort to utilize new 
skills has made a difference in 
the past or will affect future 
productivity and effectiveness. 
@ Copyright 1998, E. F. Holton III & R. Bates,  all rights reserved, version 
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Performance—Outcomes 
Expectations  
 
 
The expectation that changes 
in job performance will lead 
to outcomes valued by the 
individual.   
The extent to which individuals 
believe the application of skills 
and knowledge learned in 
training will lead to recognition 
they value.  This includes the 
extent to which organizations 
demonstrate the link between 
development, performance, and 
recognition, clearly articulate 
performance expectations, 
recognize individuals when they 
do well, reward individuals for 
effective and improved 
performance, and create an 
environment in which 
individuals feel good about 
performing well.   
Work Environment Scales 
Feedback/Performance 
Coaching  
Formal and informal 
indicators from an 
organization about an 
individual=s job performance 
 
The extent to which 
individuals receive 
constructive input, assistance, 
and feedback from people in 
their work environment (peers, 
employees, colleagues, 
managers, etc.) when applying 
new abilities or attempting to 
improve work performance.  
Feedback may be formal or 
informal cues from the 
workplace. 
Supervisor/Manager 
Support  
 
The extent to which managers 
support and reinforce the use 
of learning on-the-job. 
This includes managers’ 
involvement in clarifying 
performance expectations after 
training, identifying 
opportunities to apply new 
skills and knowledge, setting 
realistic goals based on 
training, working with 
individuals on problems 
encountered while applying 
new skills, and providing 
feedback when individuals 
successfully apply new 
abilities. 
Supervisor/Manager 
Sanctions 
 
The extent to which 
individuals perceive negative 
responses from managers 
when applying skills learned 
in training. 
This includes when managers 
oppose the use of new skills 
and knowledge, use 
techniques different from 
those taught in training, do not 
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assist individuals in 
identifying opportunities to 
apply new skills and 
knowledge, or provide 
inadequate or negative 
feedback when individuals 
successfully apply learning 
on-the-job. 
Peer Support The extent to which peers 
reinforce and support use of 
learning on-the-job. 
This includes the degree to 
which peers mutually identify 
and implement opportunities 
to apply skills and knowledge 
learned in training, encourage 
the use of or expect the 
application of new skills, 
display patience with 
difficulties associated with 
applying new skills, or 
demonstrate appreciation for 
the use of new skills 
Resistance/Openness to 
Change  
 
The extent to which prevailing 
group norms are perceived by 
individuals to resist or 
discourage the use of skills 
and knowledge acquired in 
training. 
This includes the work 
groups’ resistance to change, 
willingness to invest energy to 
change, and degree of support 
provided to individuals who 
use techniques learned in 
training. 
Personal Outcomes-
Positive  
 
The degree to which applying 
training on the job leads to 
outcomes that are positive for 
the individual. 
Positive outcomes include: 
increased productivity and 
work effectiveness, increased 
personal satisfaction, 
additional respect, a salary 
increase or reward, the 
opportunity to further career 
development plans, or the 
opportunity to advance in the 
organization. 
Personal Outcomes—
Negative. 
The extent to which 
individuals believe that 
applying skills and knowledge 
learned in training will lead to 
outcomes that are negative. 
Negative outcomes include: 
reprimands, penalties, peer 
resentment, too much new 
work, or the likelihood of not 
getting a raise if newly 
acquired skills are utilized 
Ability Scales 
Opportunity to Use 
Learning  
 
The extent to which trainees 
are provided with or obtain 
resources and tasks on the job 
enabling them to use the skills 
taught in training. 
This includes an organization 
providing individuals with 
opportunities to apply new 
skills, resources needed to use 
new skills (equipment, 
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information, materials, 
supplies), and adequate 
financial and human 
resources. 
Personal Capacity for 
Transfer  
 
The extent to which 
individuals have the time, 
energy and mental space in 
their work lives to make 
changes required to transfer 
learning to the job. 
 
 
This factor addresses the 
extent to which individuals’ 
work load, schedule, personal 
energy, and stress-level 
facilitate or inhibit the 
application of new learning 
on-the-job.  
Perceived Content Validity The extent to which the 
trainees judge the training 
content to accurately reflect 
job requirements. 
This factor addresses the 
degree to which skills and 
knowledge taught are similar 
to performance expectations as 
well as what the individual 
needed to perform more 
effectively.   It also addresses 
the extent to which 
instructional methods, aids, 
and equipment used in training 
are similar to those used in an 
individual’s work 
environment.   
Transfer Design.  
 
The extent to which training 
has been designed to give 
trainees the ability to transfer 
learning to job application and 
the training instructions match 
the job requirements 
The extent to which the 
training program is designed 
to clearly link learning with 
on-the-job performance 
through the use of clear 
examples, methods similar to 
the work environment, and 
activities and exercises that 
clearly demonstrate how to 
apply new knowledge and 
skills. 
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APPENDIX C 
OBJECTIVE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT FOR THE ORIGINAL 
LTSI ITEMS AND THE BACK-TRANSLATED ITEMS  
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Instructions: 
In this instrument, there are two objective measures: Comparability of Language and Similarity of Interpretability. 
Comparability of Language refers to the similarity of words, phrases, and sentences (Not at all comparable = 1 to Extremely 
comparable = 7). 
Similarity of Interpretability refers to the degree to which the two sentences should be interpreted as having the same meaning, even 
if the wording is not the same (Not at all similar = 1 to Extremely similar = 7). 
Please compare the pair of sentences and rate them on both scales by circling the appropriate response. 
 
Comparability of Language Similarity of  Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
1 
Prior to the training, I knew how the 
program was supposed to affect my 
performance. 
Before training started I knew how 
much the program will influence 
my work performance. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 Training will increase my personal productivity. 
The training will increase my 
personal productivity. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3 When I leave training, I can’t wait to get back to work to try what I learned. 
Once I finish training, I am excited 
about trying what I learned. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4 I believe that training will help me do my current job better. 
I believe that training will increase 
my efficiency at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5 I get excited when I think about trying to use my new learning on my job. 
I get excited when I think of using 
what I learned in my work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6 If I successfully use my training, I will receive a salary increase. 
I will get a raise if I use my 
training well. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7 If I use this training, I am more likely to be rewarded. 
I may get a reward for using this 
training 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 I am likely to receive some ‘perks’ if I use my newly learned skills on the job. 
There is a good chance to get some 
benefits if I use what I learned. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9 
Before the training, I had a good 
understanding of how it would fit my 
job-related development. 
Before I started my training I knew 
how it would influence my work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 171
 
Comparability of Language Similarity of  
Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
10 I knew what to expect from the training before it began. 
Before I started training I knew what    to 
expect from it. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11 I don’t have time to try to use this training. 
I do not have enough time to use my 
training. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12 
Trying to use this training will take 
too much energy away from my other 
work. 
Trying to use my training will affect my 
other work duties. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13 
The expected outcomes of this 
training were clear at the beginning 
of the training. 
The expected benefits of this training will 
be clear from the beginning. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14 
Employees in this organization are 
penalized for not using what they 
have learned in training. 
The workers in this organization are     
punished if they do not e what they 
learned in training. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15 
If I use what I learn in training, it will 
help me get higher performance 
ratings. 
I will be better in my work if I use what I 
learned. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16 
Employees in this organization 
receive various ‘perks’ when they 
utilize newly learned skills on the 
job. 
The workers in this organization get 
different benefits when they use the new 
training on the job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17 If I do not use my training I am unlikely to get a raise. 
I will not get a raise if I don’t use my 
training. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18 I am more likely to be recognized for my work if I use this training. 
People will recognize me if I use my 
training on the job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Comparability of Language Similarity of  
Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
19 My workload allows me time to try the new things I have learned. 
I have enough time to use what I learned 
on the job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20 
There is too much happening at work 
right now for me to try to use this 
training.  
 There is too much going on at work right 
now for me to try to use this training.   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21 If I do not use new techniques taught in training I will be reprimanded. 
If I don’t use the new techniques, which I 
learned, I will be punished.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22 Successfully using this training will help me get a salary increase. 
I will get a raise if I use my training on 
the job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23 If I do not utilize my training I will be cautioned about it. 
If I don’t use my training, I will be 
warned about it. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24 
When employees in this organization 
do not use their training it gets 
noticed. 
When workers in this organization do not 
use their training, they get noticed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25 
I have time in my schedule to change 
the way I do things to fit my new 
learning. 
I have time in my schedule to change the 
way I do things to accommodate my new 
learning. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26 
Someone will have to change my 
priorities before I will be able to 
apply my new learning. 
Someone will have to change my 
priorities at work before I am able to 
apply what I learned from training. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27 I wish I had time to do things the way I know they should be done. 
I hope I had enough time to do things in 
the way I recognize they should be done. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Comparability of Language Similarity of  
Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
28 My colleagues appreciate my using new skills I have learned in training. 
My co-workers appreciate my using the 
new skills I learned in training. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29 My colleagues encourage me to use the skills I have learned in training.  
My co-workers encourage me to use the 
skills that I learned in training.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30 At work, my colleagues expect me to use what I learn in training.  
My co-workers expect me to use what I 
learned in training.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31 
My colleagues are patient with me 
when I try out new skills or 
techniques at work.  
My co-workers are so patient with me 
when I try to practice the new techniques 
at work. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32 
My supervisor meets with me 
regularly to work on problems I may 
be having in trying to use my 
training.    
My boss always meets with me to 
solve the problems which I may face 
during the application of my training. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33 
My supervisor meets with me to 
discuss ways to apply training on the 
job.  
My boss usually discuss with me on 
how to use my new training. 
  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34 My supervisor will object if I try to use this training on the job.  
My boss will disagree with me if I use 
this training on the job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35 My supervisor will oppose the use of techniques I learned in this training.  
My boss will disagree with me if I use 
what I learned during training. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36 
My supervisor thinks I am being less 
effective when I use the techniques 
taught in this training. 
My boss thinks I will be less effective if I 
use what I learned during training. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Comparability of Language Similarity of  
Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
37 My supervisor shows interest in what I learn in training. 
My boss shows interest in what I learn in 
training. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
38 My supervisor opposes the use of the techniques I learned in training.     
My boss disagrees to my use of what I 
learned in training.   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
39 
My supervisor sets goals for me 
which encourage me to apply my 
training on the job. 
My boss put objectives for me which 
helps me use my training on the job. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
40 
My supervisor lets me know I am 
doing a good job when I use my 
training.   
My boss tells me I am doing a good 
job when I use my training. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41 
My supervisor will not like it if I do 
things the way I learned in this 
training.  
My boss dislikes my practice of 
things in the way that I learned. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
42 My supervisor doesn’t think this training will help my work. 
My boss thinks that my training will not 
help me at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
43 
My supervisor helps me set realistic 
goals for job performance based on 
my training.  
My boss helped me put practical aims for 
performance based on my training. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
44 
My supervisor would use different 
techniques than those I would be 
using if I use my training. 
My boss uses different techniques from 
the one that I will use if I use my training. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
45 
My supervisor thinks I am being 
ineffective when I use the techniques 
taught in training. 
My boss thinks that I will be not effective 
when I use the new techniques that I 
learned in training. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Comparability of Language Similarity of  
Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
46 
My supervisor will probably criticize 
this training when I get back to the 
job. 
When I get back to the job, it is probable 
that my boss will criticize this training. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
47 
The instructional aids (equipment, 
illustrations, etc.) used in training are 
very similar to real things I use on 
the job. 
The visual aids used in this training (e.g., 
machines, projector …etc.) are similar to 
the actual things I use on my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
48 
The methods used in training are 
very similar to how we do it on the 
job. 
  The techniques, which are used in the 
training, are like what we use at work.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
49 I like the way training seems so much like my job.   
I like that this training is much like my 
work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
50 I will have the things I need to be able to use this training.  
I will get what I need to be able to use my 
training. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
51 I will be able to try out this training on my job.  
I will be able to use this training at my 
work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
52 
The activities and exercises the 
trainers used helped me know how to 
apply my learning on the job.  
The practices and the things, which the 
instructors used, helped me to use my 
training at work. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
53 
It is clear to me that the people 
conducting the training understand 
how I will use what I will learn. 
It is obvious that the instructors know 
how I will use what I learned. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
54 
The trainer(s) used lots of examples 
that showed me how I could use my 
learning on the job. 
The instructors used a lot of examples to 
show me how to use my training at work.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Comparability of Language Similarity of  
Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
55 
The way the trainer(s) taught the 
material made me feel more 
confident I could apply it. 
The way the instructors taught the 
material made me feel more confident 
that I will be able to apply it. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
56 
The resources I need to use what I 
learned will be available to me after 
training. 
The resources that I will need to use what 
I learned will be available to me after the 
training. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
57 I will get opportunities to use this training on my job. 
 I will get opportunities to use this 
training on my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
58 What is taught in training closely matches my job requirements.   
The training content is similar to what I 
will be doing on my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
59 
The situations used in training are 
very similar to those I encounter on 
my job.   
The cases used in the training course are 
so close to the cases which I face during 
my work. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
60 
There are enough human resources 
available to allow me to use skills 
acquired in training. 
There are enough people at work which 
help me use what I learned in training. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
61 
At work, budget limitations will 
prevent me from using skills 
acquired in training.   
The limited budget at work will prevent 
me from using what I learned. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
62 Our current staffing level is adequate for me to use this training. 
I will be able to use my training on the 
job since we have enough people to work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
63 
It will be hard to get materials and 
supplies I need to use the skills and 
knowledge learned in training. 
It will not be easy to get the supplies I 
need to use what I learned. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Comparability of Language Similarity of  
Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
64 The organization does not really value my performance. 
My organization does not value my work 
performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
65 My job performance improves when I use new things that I have learned. 
My performance will improve if I use the 
new things I learned.   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
66 The harder I work at learning, the better I do my job. 
As much as I learn as much as my work 
will improve.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
67 
For the most part, the people who get 
rewarded around here are the ones 
that do something to deserve it. 
People get rewarded if they do something 
valuable to the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
68 
When I do things to improve my 
performance, good things happen to 
me.   
Good things happen to me when I 
attempt to improve my performance.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
69 Training usually helps me increase my productivity.  
Training usually helps me to be better at 
my work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
70 People around here notice when you do something well. 
The people around here always notice 
when you do something well. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
71 The more training I apply on my job, the better I do my job. 
As much as I use my training at work as 
much as my work will gets better. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
72 
My job is ideal for someone who 
likes to get rewarded when they do 
something really good. 
My job is ideal for those people who like 
to get rewarded when they do a good job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Comparability of Language Similarity of  
Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
73 
People in my group generally prefer 
to use existing methods, rather than 
try new methods learned in training. 
In general, my work group prefers to use 
what they know more than trying to use 
new things. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
74 
Experienced employees in my group 
ridicule others when they use 
techniques they learn in training. 
Experienced workers in my work group 
ridicule others when they use new 
techniques learned from training.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
75 
People in my group are open to 
changing the way they do things. 
The workers in my group are open to 
change the way things are done around 
here.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
76 
People in my group are not willing to 
put in the effort to change the way 
things are done. 
The workers in my group don’t like to put 
any effort to change the way of the work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
77 My workgroup is reluctant to try new ways of doing things. 
My group at work hesitant to try new 
ways of doing things. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
78 My workgroup is open to change if it will improve our job performance. 
My group at work supports change if it 
leads to improvements in performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
79 
After training, I get feedback from 
people on how well I am applying 
what I learn. 
After training, I received feedback from 
people on how well I am applying what I 
learn. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
80 
People often make suggestions about 
how I can improve my job 
performance. 
People usually give me some ideas on 
how to improve my work performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
81 I get a lot of advice from others about how to do my job better. 
I received a lot of advice on how to do 
my work better. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Comparability of Language Similarity of  
Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
82 I am confident in my ability to use new skills at work. 
I am sure that I am able to use new skills 
at my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
83 I never doubt my ability to use newly learned skills on the job. 
I have no doubt that I am able to use the 
new skills at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
84 
I am sure I can overcome obstacles 
on the job that hinder my use of new 
skills or knowledge. 
I am sure that I will pass any obstacles 
that may prevent my use of new skills on 
the job.    
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
85 
At work, I feel very confident using 
what I learned in training even in the 
face of difficult or taxing situations. 
At work, I feel confident to use what I 
learned in training in the face of difficult 
situations. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
86 People often tell me things to help me improve my job performance. 
People always tell me things to improve 
my performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
87 When I try new things I have learned, I know who will help me. 
I know who will help me when I try to 
use the new things which I learned. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
88 
If my performance is not what it 
should be, people will help me 
improve. 
If my work performance is not the way it 
should be, then people will help me to 
improve. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
89 
I regularly have conversations with 
people about how to improve my 
performance.  
I always discuss with people how to 
improve my work performance. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
90 
We develop better solutions to 
problems when we work together in 
groups. 
We develop better solutions to problems 
when we work together in groups. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Comparability of Language Similarity of  
Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
91 
It’s important for some people to 
question the way the things are done 
when the current practices need to be 
challenged. 
It is important for some people to ask 
about the ways things are getting done 
when the current practices need to be 
challenged. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
92 
Learning occurs when we accept that 
no one person can know all the 
answers. 
Learning takes place when we accept that 
no one knows everything. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
93 We can predict where things appear to be headed in our industry. 
We can predict where things are heading 
in our industry. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
94 
The nature of work today makes it 
essential to work and learn with 
people in different parts of the 
organization.  
The nature of work today makes it 
essential to work and learn with 
different people in our organization. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
95 
To be successful, we need to take 
risks and try new things, as long as 
site and personal safety are not 
compromised. 
To be successful, we need to face risks 
and try new things as far as work site and 
personal safety are not affected. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
96 
Long-term outcomes are just as 
important as short-term results.  
Long-term results are as important as 
short-term results. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
97 
It is more important to learn from 
mistakes than to blame people who 
make them.  
It is more important to learn from 
mistakes than to blame those who caused 
them. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
98 It is good to be an independent thinker here. 
It is a good thing to be an independent 
thinker in our organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
99 
People here trust each other enough 
to be honest about what they think. 
In this organization, people trust each 
other to be honest about what they 
believe. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Comparability of Language Similarity of  
Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
100 
The most important thing is to find 
the best ideas, regardless of the 
source.  
The best thing is to find the best 
ideas regardless of the source. 
    
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
101 
People here believe in doing what is 
best for the organization, even if it is 
not best for their unit. 
People here believe to do what is best 
for the organization even though it may 
be not best for their departments. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
102 
Everyone should have a common 
understanding of organizational 
goals. 
Everyone should have mutual 
understanding of the goals of the 
organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
103 
Being flexible is considered essential 
in our organization.   
It is important to be flexible in our       
organization. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
104 
We can point to numerous new 
products/services that have come 
from new ideas within the 
organization. 
We can point out products and services 
that came from different new ideas 
within our organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
105 
We have improved the quality of our 
products/services by continuously 
looking for new and better ways to 
do things.  
We have improved the quality of our 
own products and services through 
continuous search for new and best 
ways to do things. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
106 
We have adopted new ideas from 
outside the organization to become 
more competitive. 
We have adopted new ideas from 
outside the organization to be more 
competitive. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
107 
We are good at using unfamiliar idea 
to spark our own ideas on how to 
stay competitive. 
We are good at using new ideas to 
spark our own thinking to remain 
competitive. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
108 
We can respond to changes in 
customers’ demands for new 
products/services more quickly 
today. 
We are able to respond to changes in 
customers’ needs for products and 
services faster today. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Comparability of Language Similarity of  
Interpretability   
Not at all comparable = 1 
Moderately comparable = 4 
Extremely comparable = 7 
Not at all similar = 1 
Moderately similar = 4 
Extremely similar = 7 
109 
We are a better organization 
because we are always thinking of 
new ways to improve work 
practices. 
We are a better organization because we 
always think of new ways to improve 
work practices. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
110 
New and different ideas are seen as 
opportunities for learning better 
ways to do things. 
New and different ideas are seen as a 
chance to learn better ways to do things. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
111 
Our ability to successfully 
implement new ideas is the key to 
our strengths in our markets. 
Our ability to perform new ideas 
successfully is the key to our strengths in 
our markets.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
112 
We have not been able to develop 
successful new products/services 
from new things we have learned.  
We were not able to grow our products 
and services from the new things that we 
have learned. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics for Comparability of Language Measure 
Item N Range Minimum Maximum Mean SD 
33 
66 
41 
60 
22 
59 
09 
35 
71 
08 
06 
43 
36 
39 
27 
18 
19 
67 
17 
84 
47 
82 
07 
01 
34 
62 
13 
48 
76 
83 
32 
61 
24 
38 
52 
44 
95 
53 
58 
65 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
4 
4 
6 
5 
6 
5 
5 
5 
4 
6 
6 
4 
5 
6 
5 
5 
5 
3 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
5 
5 
6 
3 
6 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
6 
4 
6 
4 
5 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
3 
1 
3 
2 
6 
6 
7 
6 
7 
6 
6 
7 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
3.77 
3.91 
3.95 
4.09 
4.14 
4.18 
4.18 
4.18 
4.23 
4.23 
4.32 
4.32 
4.36 
4.36 
4.41 
4.41 
4.41 
4.41 
4.45 
4.45 
4.55 
4.59 
4.59 
4.64 
4.64 
4.68 
4.73 
4.73 
4.73 
4.77 
4.77 
4.77 
4.77 
4.82 
4.82 
4.86 
4.86 
4.86 
4.91 
4.95 
1.343 
1.342 
1.495 
1.540 
1.521 
1.468 
1.259 
1.680 
1.343 
1.631 
1.555 
1.287 
1.465 
1.620 
1.563 
1.532 
1.436 
1.054 
1.792 
1.471 
1.438 
1.764 
1.532 
1.560 
1.497 
1.492 
.935 
1.486 
1.453 
1.602 
1.232 
1.660 
1.232 
1.402 
1.368 
1.521 
1.457 
1.457 
1.151 
1.362 
 185
73 
112 
31 
69 
26 
49 
50 
51 
75 
85 
16 
21 
03 
04 
45 
100 
78 
103 
14 
92 
05 
42 
72 
86 
63 
40 
12 
70 
99 
55 
46 
89 
25 
56 
64 
88 
37 
15 
81 
94 
110 
28 
102 
23 
104 
10 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
5 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
3 
4 
4 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
3 
3 
5 
2 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
3 
2 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
4 
3 
3 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
4 
4 
2 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
4.95 
4.95 
5.00 
5.00 
5.05 
5.05 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.14 
5.14 
5.14 
5.18 
5.18 
5.18 
5.18 
5.18 
5.23 
5.23 
5.23 
5.23 
5.27 
5.32 
5.32 
5.32 
5.32 
5.32 
5.36 
5.36 
5.36 
5.36 
5.36 
5.41 
5.41 
5.41 
5.45 
5.45 
5.45 
5.45 
5.50 
5.50 
5.50 
5.55 
1.397 
.999 
.976 
1.380 
1.253 
1.362 
1.109 
1.444 
1.269 
1.109 
1.306 
1.065 
1.424 
1.283 
1.207 
1.259 
1.140 
1.368 
1.220 
1.368 
1.343 
1.307 
1.270 
1.193 
1.279 
1.211 
1.086 
1.249 
1.086 
1.393 
1.293 
1.177 
1.255 
1.497 
.953 
1.054 
1.141 
1.221 
1.262 
1.184 
1.184 
1.057 
1.225 
1.058 
1.300 
1.503 
 186
87 
97 
101 
107 
108 
54 
111 
80 
77 
11 
30 
74 
91 
106 
68 
20 
93 
57 
98 
29 
105 
79 
96 
90 
109 
02 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
5 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
5.55 
5.55 
5.55 
5.55 
5.55 
5.55 
5.55 
5.59 
5.64 
5.64 
5.68 
5.68 
5.68 
5.68 
5.68 
5.73 
5.73 
5.77 
5.77 
5.86 
5.86 
5.91 
6.00 
6.09 
6.14 
6.32 
.912 
1.057 
.963 
1.224 
1.101 
1.262 
.963 
1.141 
.902 
1.293 
1.041 
1.041 
1.171 
1.171 
.945 
1.077 
1.077 
1.270 
.869 
1.037 
.774 
.971 
1.113 
1.269 
.990 
1.086 
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Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics for Similarity of Interpretability Measure 
Item N Range Minimum Maximum Mean SD 
66 
71 
35 
22 
60 
33 
13 
67 
27 
41 
34 
43 
95 
45 
39 
18 
65 
09 
36 
07 
19 
38 
44 
59 
24 
69 
73 
04 
08 
21 
32 
47 
112 
76 
85 
12 
37 
62 
68 
64 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
5 
5 
6 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
4 
5 
3 
6 
4 
3 
5 
4 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
4 
3 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
5 
6 
4 
3 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 
4 
1 
3 
4 
2 
3 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
3 
4 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
2 
1 
3 
4 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
4.27 
4.82 
4.86 
4.91 
5.00 
5.09 
5.14 
5.14 
5.18 
5.18 
5.23 
5.23 
5.27 
5.32 
5.32 
5.36 
5.45 
5.45 
5.45 
5.50 
5.50 
5.55 
5.55 
5.55 
5.55 
5.55 
5.55 
5.59 
5.59 
5.59 
5.59 
5.59 
5.59 
5.64 
5.64 
5.68 
5.68 
5.73 
5.73 
5.77 
1.667 
1.563 
1.781 
1.688 
1.414 
1.377 
1.207 
1.125 
1.593 
1.296 
1.510 
.973 
1.667 
1.492 
.995 
1.590 
1.262 
.858 
1.101 
1.406 
.913 
1.101 
1.335 
1.143 
1.595 
1.184 
1.335 
1.333 
1.098 
1.182 
1.098 
1.333 
1.501 
1.255 
1.136 
1.249 
1.427 
.935 
1.241 
1.110 
 188
70 
84 
01 
94 
17 
23 
26 
83 
86 
16 
99 
100 
63 
06 
52 
92 
111 
89 
72 
102 
31 
42 
107 
108 
101 
50 
61 
82 
48 
49 
46 
87 
88 
75 
14 
30 
58 
11 
28 
40 
78 
15 
56 
91 
110 
25 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
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APPENDIX E 
ARABIC TRANSLATION OF THE FACT SHEET, LTSI ITEMS, 
ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING ITEMS, AND DEMOGRAPHIC 
VARIABLES 
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 أﻟﺴﻸم ﻋﻠﻴﻜﻢ ورﺣﻤﺖ اﷲ وﺑﺮآﺎﺗﻪ 
در اﻟﺒﺸﺮﻳﺔ   ﻗﺴﻢ ﺗﻨﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺼﺎ-اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة اﻻﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ- ﺧﺼﺎوﻧﺔ ،  ﻃﺎﻟﺐ دآﺘﻮراة ﻓﻲ ﺟﺎﻣﻌﺔ ﻟﻮﻳﺰﻳﺎﻧﺎ اﻧﺎ اﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ ﺳﺎﻣﺮ
هﺬﻩ اﻻداة ﻣﻌﺪة ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﺎﺣﺜﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻬﺘﻤﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻮﺿﻮع ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت . اﻗﻮم ﺑﺘﺤﻜﻴﻢ اداة اﻟﺪراﺳﺔ. واﻟﻘﻴﺎدة
ﺗﺴﺘﺨﺪم هﺬﻩ اﻻداة ﻟﻘﻴﺎس اﻟﻌﻮاﻣﻞ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺆﺛﺮ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺪرة ".. ﻧﻈﺎم ﺗﺤﻮﻳﻞ او ﺗﺮﺟﻤﺔ اﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ"ﻋﻨﻮان اﻻداة . اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة اﻻﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ
ﺣﻴﺚ ان  ﻗﻴﺎس ﻣﺜﻞ هﺬﻩ . او ﺗﺤﻮﻳﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻗﺪ ﺗﻢ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﻪ اﺛﻨﺎء اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ اﻟﻰ واﻗﻌﺎ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺗﺮﺟﻤﺔ   اﻟﻤﺘﺪرﺑﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ
 . اﻟﻌﻮاﻣﻞ ﻳﺤﺴﻦ وﻳﻄﻮر  ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ وﻳﺆﺛﺮ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ اﻳﺠﺎﺑﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻻﻓﺮاد واﻻداء اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻤﻲ
اﻟﺠﺰء : ﺘﻌﻠﻢ واﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺸﺘﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﺰﺋﻴﻦاﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻻول ﻣﻌﻨﻮن ﺑـ اداة ﻗﻴﺎس ﻧﻈﺎم ﺗﺤﻮﻳﻞ اﻟ. اﻻداة اﻟﻤﺮﻓﻘﺔ ﺗﺤﺘﻮي ﻋﻠﻰ ﺛﻼث اﻗﺴﺎم
 .اﻟﺠﺰء اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻳﺘﻌﻠﻖ ﺑﺮؤﻳﺘﻚ ﻟﺠﻤﻴﻊ ﺑﺮاﻣﺞ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم .  ﻳﺘﻌﻠﻖ ﺑﺮؤﻳﺘﻚ ﻟﻠﺒﺮﻧﺎﻣﺞ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺒﻲ اﻟﺬي ﺣﻀﺮﺗﻪ ﻣﺆﺧﺮًا اﻻول 
 اي ﻧﻮع  ﻣﻦ اﻻداة ﻳﺴﺄل ﻋﻦ اﻋﺘﻘﺎداﺗﻚ ووﺟﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮك ﺣﻮل اذا ﻣﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﻮﺳﺴﺔ اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻤﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻌﻤﻞ ﺑﻬﺎ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻟﻘﺴﻢ أ  
 . اﻟﺠﺰء اﻻﺧﻴﺮ ﻳﺴﺄل ﻋﻦ ﻣﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺗﻚ اﻟﺸﺨﺼﻴﺔ. ﻣﻦ ﻧﻈﺎم اﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ 
ﻟﻦ ﻳﺘﻢ ﺗﺤﺪﻳﺪ اﺳﻤﻚ او اﺳﻢ ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺘﻚ ﻓﻲ . ﻣﺸﺎرآﺘﻚ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪراﺳﺔ ﺗﻄﻮﻋﻲ .    ﺗﻢ اﺧﺘﻴﺎر ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺘﻚ ﻟﻠﻤﺸﺎرآﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺪراﺳﺔ
 . ﻗﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﺪراﺳﺔ ﺗﺤﺖ اي ﻇﺮفﺎاﺟﺎﺑﺘﻚ ﺳﺘﻜﻮن ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻠﺔ ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎ وﻟﻦ ﻳﺘﻢ ارﻓ. اﻟﺪراﺳﺔ
ﻻ ﺗﻮﺟﺪ . داة اﻟﺪراﺳﺔ ﺗﺸﺘﻤﻞ ﻋﻞ ﻓﻘﺮات ﺗﻌﺘﻤﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ رؤﻳﺘﻚ ﻓﻘﻂ  ، ارﺟﻮ اﻻﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﻋﻨﻬﺎ ﺑﻜﻞ ﻣﻮﺿﻮﻋﻴﺔ وﺻﺪق ﻣﺎ اﻣﻜﻦاﺧﻴﺮا، ا
 . دﻗﻴﻘﺔ ﻟﻼﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ02اداة اﻟﺪراﺳﺔ ﻻ  ﺗﺤﺘﺎج ﻻآﺜﺮﻣﻦ  . هﻨﺎك اﺳﺌﻠﺔ ﺗﺤﺘﺎج اﻟﻼﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﺑﻨﻌﻢ او ﻻ 
 .   ﺗﺮوﻧﻪ احرﺖﻋﺪم اﻟﺘﺮدد ﺑﻄﺮح اي  اﺳﺆال او اﻗارﺟﻮ ....  ﻣﺸﺎرآﺘﻜﻢﺮ اﺷﻜ
  
 اﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ
 ﺧﺼﺎوﻧﺔ ﺳﺎﻣﺮ
 اﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ اﻷآﺜﺮ ﺗﻮاﻓﻘًﺎ ﻣﻊ ﺁراﺋﻚ أو ﺷﻌﻮرك ﻧﺤﻮﺁﺧﺮ ﺑﺮﻧﺎﻣﺞ ﺗﺪرﻳﺐ ﺣﻮلداﺋﺮة   وﺿﻊء ﺎأﻟﺮﺟ :ﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﻤﺎتا  
 .  ﺑﻪ ﺷﺎرآﺖ 
 اﻟﻔﻘﺮة اﻟﺮﻗﻢ
 5
ﻣﻮاﻓﻖ 
 ﺑﺸﺪة
 4
 ﻣﻮاﻓﻖ
 3
 ﻣﺤﺎﻳﺪ
 2
ﻏﻴﺮ 
 ﻣﻮاﻓﻖ
 1
 ﻏﻴﺮ
 ﻣﻮاﻓﻖ 
 ﺑﺸﺪة
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 .ﻋﻠﻰ أداﺋﻲأن ﻳﺆﺛﺮ آﺎن ﻣﻔﺘﺮﺿﺎ  آﻴﻒﻋﺮﻓﺖاﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ  ﻗﺒﻞ 1
 1 2 3 4 5
 2
 
 .اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﺳﻴﺮﻓﻊ ﻣﻌﺪل إﻧﺘﺎﺟﻲ اﻟﺸﺨﺼﻲ
 1 2 3 4 5
 3
 
 
أﺟﺮب     ﻟﻜﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻲ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ أﻏﺎدر أﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ أﺗﻠﻬﻒ ﺑﺄﻟﻌﻮدﻩ اﻻ
 .ﻣﺎ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻪ
 1 2 3 4 5
 4
 
 
ﻲ أداء وﻇﻴﻔﺘѧѧѧﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺘѧѧѧﺎدة أﻋﺘﻘѧѧѧﺪ أن اﻟﺘѧѧѧﺪرﻳﺐ ﺳﻴﺴѧѧѧﺎﻋﺪﻧﻲ ﻓѧѧѧ 
 .ﺑﺸﻜﻞ أﻓﻀﻞ
 1 2 3 4 5
 5
 
 
ﻣﺤﺎوﻟѧﺔ اﺳѧﺘﺨﺪام ﻣѧﺎ ﺗﻌﻠﻤѧﺖ  ﻓﻜﺮ ﻓﻲ أ ﺷﻌﺮ ﺑﺎﻹﺛﺎرة ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ أ 
 . ﻓﻲ وﻇﻴﻔﺘﻲﻣﻦ أﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
 1 2 3 4 5
 6
 
 
إذا ﻣѧﺎ ﻗﻤѧﺖ ﺑﺎﺳѧﺘﺨﺪام ﺗѧﺪرﻳﺒﻲ ﺑﻨﺠѧﺎح ﺳﺄﺣﺼѧﻞ ﻋﻠѧﻰ اﺿѧﺎﻓﺔ 
 .ﻓﻲ راﺗﺒﻲ
 1 2 3 4 5
 7
 
 .ﺎﻓﺄةإذا اﺳﺘﺨﺪﻣﺖ ﺗﺪرﻳﺒﻲ ﺳﺄﺣﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻏﻠﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻜ
 1 2 3 4 5
 8
 
 
ﺳﺄﺣﺼѧѧѧﻞ ﻋﻠѧѧѧﻰ ﺑﻌѧѧѧﺾ اﻟﻔﻮاﺋѧѧѧﺪ إذا ﻣѧѧѧﺎ اﺳѧѧѧﺘﺨﺪﻣﺖ ﻣﻬѧѧѧﺎراﺗﻲ 
 .اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ﻓﻲ وﻇﻴﻔﺘﻲ
 1 2 3 4 5
 9
 
 
ﻗﺒѧѧﻞ أن أﺗѧѧﺪرب آѧѧﺎن ﻟѧѧﺪي اﻹدراك اﻟﻜѧѧﺎﻓﻲ ﻟﻤѧѧﺪى ﺗѧѧﺄﺛﻴﺮ هѧѧﺬا 
 .اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻄﻮﻳﺮ اﻟﺨﺎص ﺑﻌﻤﻠﻲ
 1 2 3 4 5
 01
 
 . ﻗﺒﻞ أن ﻳﺒﺪأ  اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﻋﺮﻓﺖ ﻣﺎ أﺗﻮﻗﻊ ﻣﻦ  
 1 2 3 4 5
 11
 
 . هﺬا اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐاﺳﺘﺨﺪام اﻟﻮﻗﺖ اﻟﻜﺎﻓﻲ ﻟﻤﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻟﺪي 
 1 2 3 4 5
 21
 
 .ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻖ هﺬا اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﺳﻴﺴﺘﻬﻠﻚ ﻃﺎﻗﺔ آﺎﻓﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻋﻤﻠﻲ
 1 2 3 4 5
 31
 
 
ﺑﺪاﻳѧѧﺔ  ﺬا أﻟﺘѧѧﺪرﻳﺐ آﺎﻧѧѧﺖ واﺿѧѧﺤﻪ ﻣﻨѧѧ ذأﻟﻨﺘѧѧﺎﺋﺞ أﻟﻤﺘﻮﻗﻌѧѧﻪ ﻟﻬѧѧﺎ  
 . أﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
 1 2 3 4 5
 41
 
 
اﺳѧﺘﺨﺪاﻣﻬﻢ ﻣѧﺎ ﻟﻘﺪ ﺗﻢ ﻣﻌﺎﻗﺒﺔ اﻟﻤﻮﻇﻔﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤѧﺔ ﻟﻌѧﺪم 
 .ﺗﻌﻠﻤﻮﻩ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
 1 2 3 4 5
 51
 
 
 إذا ﻣﺎ اﺳﺘﺨﺪﻣﺖ ﻣﺎ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﺳﻴﺴﺎﻋﺪﻧﻲ ذﻟﻚ ﻓѧﻲ 
 .ﻲﻋﻤﻠ ﻓﻲ أن أﺣﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻘﻴﻴﻤﺎت أﻋﻠﻰ
 1 2 3 4 5
 اﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ اﻷآﺜﺮ ﺗﻮاﻓﻘًﺎ ﻣﻊ ﺁراﺋﻚ أو ﺷﻌﻮرك ﻧﺤﻮﺁﺧﺮ ﺑﺮﻧﺎﻣﺞ ﺗﺪرﻳﺐ ﺣﻮلداﺋﺮة   وﺿﻊء ﺎأﻟﺮﺟ :ﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﻤﺎتا  
 .  ﺑﻪ ﺷﺎرآﺖ 
 اﻟﻔﻘﺮة اﻟﺮﻗﻢ
 5
ﻣﻮاﻓﻖ 
 ﺑﺸﺪة
 4
 ﻣﻮاﻓﻖ
 3
 ﻣﺤﺎﻳﺪ
 2
ﻏﻴﺮ 
 ﻣﻮاﻓﻖ
 1
 ﻏﻴﺮ
 ﻣﻮاﻓﻖ 
 ﺑﺸﺪة
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 61
 
 
ﺤﺼѧﻞ اﻟﻤѧﻮﻇﻔﻴﻦ ﻓѧﻲ هѧﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤѧﺔ ﻋﻠѧﻰ ﻓﻮاﺋѧﺪ ﻣﺘﺒﺎﻳﻨѧﺔ ﻋﻨѧﺪ ﻳ
 .اﺳﺘﺨﺪاﻣﻬﻢ اﻟﻤﻬﺎرات اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻬﻢ
 1 2 3 4 5
 71
 
 
 ﺤﻈѧѧѧﻮظ ﻓѧѧѧﻲ اﻟﺤﺼѧѧѧﻮل ﻋﻠѧѧѧﻰ ﻋѧѧѧﻼوة إذا ﻟѧѧѧﻢ ﺳѧѧѧﺄآﻮن ﻏﻴѧѧѧﺮ ﻣ
 .ﺗﺪرﻳﺒﻲأﺳﺘﺨﺪم 
 1 2 3 4 5
 81
 
 
ﻋﻤﻠѧѧﻲ إذا ﻗﻤѧѧﺖ اﺣﺘﺮاﻣѧѧﺎ ﻓѧѧﻲ   ﻋﻠѧѧﻰ اﻷرﺟѧѧﺢ ﺳѧѧﺄآﻮن أآﺜѧѧﺮ 
 .ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺨﺪام ﺗﺪرﻳﺒﻲ 
 1 2 3 4 5
 91
 
 
ﺗﻄﺒﻴѧﻖ   ل أﻟﻌﻤѧﻞ ﺳѧﻮف ﺗﺴѧﻤﺢ ﻟѧﻲ أن أﺣѧﺎو ﻓѧﻲ  ﻣﺴѧﻮوﻟﻴﺎﺗﻲ  
   .أﻷﺷﻴﺎء أﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة أﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻬﺎ
 1 2 3 4 5
 02
 
 
ﺳѧﺘﺨﺪام   ا ﺗﺤѧﻮل دون  ﻓѧﻲ اﻟﻮﻗѧﺖ اﻟﺤѧﺎﻟﻲ أﻋﻤѧﺎل آﺜﻴѧﺮةﻟѧﺪي
 .هﺬا اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
 1 2 3 4 5
 12
 
 
إذا ﻟѧﻢ اﺳѧﺘﺨﺪم اﻟﺘﻘﻨﻴѧﺎت اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺜѧﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻤѧﺔ ﻓѧﻲ اﻟﺘѧﺪرﻳﺐ ﺳѧﺘﺘﻢ 
 .ﻣﺴﺎءﻟﺘﻲ
 1 2 3 4 5
إذا ﻣﺎ ﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻓﻲ اﺳﺘﺨﺪام هﺬا اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﺳﺄﻧﺠﺢ ﻓѧﻲ اﻟﺤﺼѧﻮل  22
 .ﻋﻠﻰ زﻳﺎدة اﻟﺮاﺗﺐ
 5
 
 
 4
 
 
 3
 
 
 2
 
 
 1
 
 
 32
 
 .ﻋﻠﻰ إﻧﺬار إذا ﻟﻢ اﺳﺘﺨﺪم هﺬا اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐﺳﺄﺣﺼﻞ 
 1 2 3 4 5
 42
 
 .ﺳﻴﻼﺣﻆ ﻣﻮﻇﻔﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﺔ إذا ﻟﻢ اﺳﺘﺨﺪم هﺬا اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
 1 2 3 4 5
 52
 
 
ﻟѧﺪي اﻟﻮﻗѧﺖ ﻓѧﻲ ﺟѧﺪول ﻣﻮاﻋﻴѧﺪي ﻟﺘﻐﻴﻴѧﺮ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﺘѧﻲ ﻓѧﻲ ﻋﻤѧﻞ 
 .اﻷﺷﻴﺎء ﻟﻴﻜﻮن ذﻟﻚ ﻣﻼﺋﻤًﺎ ﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺒﻲ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ
 1 2 3 4 5
 62
 
 
ﻞ أن أآﻮن ﻗѧﺎدرا ﺳﻴﺠﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺨﺺ ﻣﺎ أن ﻳﻐﻴﺮ أوﻟﻮﻳﺎﺗﻲ ﻗﺒ 
 .ﻋﻠﻰ أن أﺳﺘﺨﺪم ﻣﻌﺮﻓﺘﻲ أﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة
 1 2 3 4 5
 72
 
 
أﺗﻤﻨﻰ ﻟﻮ أن ﻟﺪي اﻟﻮﻗﺖ اﻟﻜﺎﻓﻲ ﻟﻌﻤѧﻞ اﻷﺷѧﻴﺎء ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺮﻳﻘѧﺔ اﻟﺘѧﻲ 
 .ﻳﺠﺐ أن ﺗﻌﻤﻞ ﺑﻬﺎ
 1 2 3 4 5
 82
 
 
ﻘﺪر زﻣﻼﺋﻲ اﺳﺘﺨﺪاﻣﻲ ﻟﻠﻤﻬѧﺎرات اﻟﺠﺪﻳѧﺪة اﻟﺘѧﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻬѧﺎ ﻓѧﻲ ﻳ
 .اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
 1 2 3 4 5
 92
 
 
اﻟﻤﻬѧﺎرات اﻟﺘѧﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻬѧﺎ ﻓѧﻲ ﺸﺠﻌﻨﻲ زﻣﻼﺋѧﻲ ﻋﻠѧﻰ اﺳѧﺘﺨﺪام ﻳ
 .اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
 1 2 3 4 5
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 .ﺘﻮﻗﻊ زﻣﻼﺋﻲ أن أﻗﻮم ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺨﺪام ﻣﺎ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐﻳ
  1  2  3 4   5
زﻣﻼﺋѧѧѧѧﻲ ﺻѧѧѧѧﺒﻮرﻳﻦ ﻋﻨѧѧѧѧﺪ ﻣﺤѧѧѧѧﺎوﻟﺘﻲ اﺳѧѧѧѧﺘﺨﺪام اﻟﻤﻬѧѧѧѧﺎرات  13
 .واﻟﺘﻘﻨﻴﺎت اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 ﻨѧﺪ  ﻋاﻟﻤﺸѧﺎآﻞ اﻟﺘѧﻲ ﺗѧﻮاﺟﻬﻨﻲ   ﺣѧﻞ ﻓѧﻲ   ﻳﺴѧﺎﻋﺪﻧﻲ   ﻣﺸѧﺮﻓﻲ  23
 .ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ اﺳﺘﺨﺪام ﺗﺪرﻳﺒﻲ
  1  2  3 4   5 
ﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸѧѧﺔ ﻃѧѧﺮق ﺗﻄﺒﻴѧѧﻖ ﺗѧѧﺪرﻳﺒﻲ ﻓѧѧﻲ ﻟ  ﻣﻌѧѧﻲ ﻳﺠﺘﻤѧѧﻊ ﻣﺸѧѧﺮﻓﻲ  33
  .اﻟﻮﻇﻴﻔﺔ
  1  2  3 4   5 
ﺳﻴﻌﺎرض ﻣﺸﺮﻓﻲ إذا ﻣﺎ ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ اﺳﺘﺨﺪﻣﺖ هﺬا اﻟﺘѧﺪرﻳﺐ ﻓѧﻲ  43
 .اﻟﻌﻤﻞ
  1  2  3 4   5 
ﺳѧﻴﻌﺎرض ﻣﺸѧѧﺮﻓﻲ اﺳѧѧﺘﺨﺪام اﻟﺘﻘﻨﻴѧѧﺎت اﻟﺘѧﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻬѧѧﺎ ﻓѧѧﻲ هѧѧﺬا  53
 .اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
  1  2  3 4   5 
ﻳﻌﺘﻘﺪ ﻣﺸﺮﻓﻲ أﻧﻲ ﺳﺄآﻮن أﻗﻞ ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺔ ﻋﻨѧﺪﻣﺎ اﺳѧﺘﺨﺪم اﻟﺘﻘﻨﻴѧﺎت  63
 .اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 73
 
 .ﻬﺘﻢ ﻣﺸﺮﻓﻲ ً ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐﻳ
  1  2  3 4   5
 83
 
 .ﻳﻌﺎرض ﻣﺸﺮﻓﻲ اﺳﺘﺨﺪام اﻟﺘﻘﻨﻴﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
  1  2  3 4   5
 ﻣﻤѧﺎ ﺷѧﺠﻌﻨﻲ ﻟﺘﻄﺒﻴѧﻖ ﺗѧﺪرﻳﺒﻲ ﻓѧﻲ أهѧﺪاﻓﺎ ً وﺿѧﻊ ﻟѧﻲ ﻣﺸѧﺮﻓﻲ   93
 .اﻟﻮﻇﻴﻔﺔ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 04
 
 .أﻋﻠﻤﻨﻲ ﻣﺸﺮﻓﻲ أﻧﻨﻲ أﻗﻮم ﺑﻌﻤﻞ ﺟﻴﺪ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ اﺳﺘﻌﻤﻞ ﺗﺪرﻳﺒﻲ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 14
 
ﻟﻦ ﻳﺮﻏﺐ ﻣﺸﺮﻓﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤﻞ اﻷﺷﻴﺎء ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻬﺎ 
 .ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 24
 
 .ﺒﻲ هﺬا ﻟﻦ ﻳﺴﺎﻋﺪﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻤﻞﻳﻌﺘﻘﺪ ﻣﺸﺮﻓﻲ أن ﺗﺪرﻳ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 34
ﻳﺴﺎﻋﺪﻧﻲ ﻣﺸﺮﻓﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ وﺿﻊ اهﺪاف ﻟﺘﺤﺴﻴﻦ اداﺋﻲ ﺑﻨﺎءا 
 .ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺪرﻳﺒﻲ
  1  2  3 4   5  
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 44
ﻳﺴﺘﻌﻤﻞ ﻣﺸﺮﻓﻲ ﺗﻘﻨﻴﺎت ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻮف أﺳﺘﺨﺪﻣﻬﺎ 
 .إذا اﺳﺘﻌﻤﻠﺖ ﺗﺪرﻳﺒﻲ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 54
 اﺳﺘﺨﺪاﻣﻲ ﻳﻌﺘﻘﺪ ﻣﺸﺮﻓﻲ أﻧﻨﻲ ﺳﺄآﻮن ﻏﻴﺮ ﻓّﻌﺎل ﻋﻨﺪ
 .اﻟﺘﻘﻨﻴﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 64
 هﺬا اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ أﻋﻮد إﻟﻰ -اﻷرﺟﺢ-ﺳﺘﻔﻘﺪ ﻣﺸﺮﻓﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ 
 .اﻟﻌﻤﻞ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 74
( اﻟﺦ… اﻟﺠﻬﺎز، اﻹﻳﻀﺎﺣﺎت،)اﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪات اﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﻤﻴﺔ ﻣﺜﻞ 
ﻟﻤﺴﺘﺨﺪﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﻣﺘﺸﺎﺑﻬﺔ ﺟﺪًا ﻟﻸﺷﻴﺎء اﻟﺘﻲ ا
 .اﺳﺘﺨﺪﻣﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 84
 
 .اﻟﻄﺮق اﻟﻤﺴﺘﺨﺪﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﺗﺸﺒﻪ ﻟﻤﺎ ﻧﻘﻮم ﺑﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 94
 
 . ﻣﻊ ﻋﻤﻠﻲﻘﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﻜﻮن ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺗﺪرﻳﺒﻲ ﻣﺘﻨﺎﺳﻖأﺣﺐ اﻟﻄﺮﻳ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 05
ﺳﺄﺣﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﺷﻴﺎء واﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺴﺎﻋﺪﻧﻲ  ﻷآﻮن ﻗﺎدرًا ﻋﻠﻰ 
 .اﺳﺘﺨﺪام هﺬا اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 15
 
 .ﺳﺄآﻮن ﻗﺎدرًا ﻋﻠﻰ اﺳﺘﺨﺪام هﺬا اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻲ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 25
اﻟﻨﺸﺎﻃﺎت واﻟﺘﻤﺎرﻳﻦ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﺴﺘﺨﺪﻣﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺪرﺑﻮن ﺳﺎﻋﺪﺗﻨﻲ 
 .ﻓﻲ ﻣﻌﺮﻓﺔ آﻴﻔﻴﺔ ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻖ ﺗﻌﻠﻴﻤﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 35
ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ أن اﻷﺷﺨﺎص اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻤﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﻳﺪرآﻮن 
 .آﻴﻒ ﺳﺄﺳﺘﺨﺪم ﻣﺎ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺖ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 45
آﺜﻴﺮًا ﻣﻦ اﻷﻣﺜﻠﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺒﻴﻦ ( اﻟﻤﺪرﺑﻮن) اﻟﻤﺪرب اﺳﺘﺨﺪم
 .آﻴﻒ أﺳﺘﻄﻴﻊ اﺳﺘﺨﺪام ﺗﻌﻠﻴﻤﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻇﻴﻔﺔ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 55
اﻟﻤﺎدة اﻟﺘﻲ ( اﻟﻤﺪرﺑﻮن)اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺪرب 
 .ﺟﻌﻠﺘﻨﻲ أﺷﻌﺮ ﺑﺜﻘﺔ أآﺒﺮ أﻧﻪ ﺑﺎﺳﺘﻄﺎﻋﺘﻲ ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻘﻬﺎ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 65
ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﺘﺎﺣﻪ ﻟﻲ  ﺎ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺖﻷﺳﺘﺨﺪام ﻣ ﺟﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺼﺎدر اﻟﺘﻲ اﺣﺘﺎ 
 .اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 75
 
 .ﺳﺘﺘﺎح ﻟﻲ اﻟﻔﺮص ﻻﺳﺘﺨﺪام هﺬا اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
  1  2  3 4   5 
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 85
 
 .اﻟﺬي ﻳﻌﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﻳﺘﻘﺎرب ﺟﺪًا ﻣﻊ ﻣﺘﻄﻠﺒﺎت ﻋﻤﻠﻲ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 95
اﻟﺤﺎﻻت اﻟﻤﺴﺘﺨﺪﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﺗﺘﺸﺎﺑﻪ ﺟﺪًا ﻟﺘﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ 
 .أواﺟﻬﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻲ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 06
 
هﻨﺎك ﻣﻮارد ﺑﺸﺮﻳﺔ آﺎﻓﻴﺔ ﻣﺘﻮﻓﺮة واﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺴﻤﺢ ﻟﻲ اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل 
 .اﻟﻤﻬﺎرات اﻟﻤﻜﺘﺴﺒﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 16
ﻣﺤﺪدات اﻟﻤﻴﺰاﻧﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺳﺘﻤﻨﻌﻨﻲ ﻣﻦ اﺳﺘﺨﺪام 
 . اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐاﻟﻤﻬﺎرات اﻟﻤﻜﺘﺴﺒﺔ ﻓﻲ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 26
 
 .ﻣﺴﺘﻮاﻧﺎ اﻟﻮﻇﻴﻔﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﻲ آﺎﻓﻲ ﻟﻲ ﻻﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل هﺬا اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 36
ﺳﻴﻜﻮن ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﻌﺐ اﻟﺤﺼﻮل ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻮاد واﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪات 
اﻟﺘﻲ اﺣﺘﺎﺟﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل اﻟﻤﻬﺎرات واﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ 
 .اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 
 
 :ﻣﺘﻰ ﺣﻀﺮت اﺧﺮ ﺗﺪرﻳﺐ
 
 ﻋﺎم اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ اﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ اﻷآﺜﺮ ﺗﻮاﻓﻘًﺎ ﻣﻊ ﺁراﺋﻚ أو ﺷﻌﻮرك ﻧﺤﻮ ﺣﻮل  داﺋﺮة وﺿﻊ ء ﺎأﻟﺮﺟ: ﺜﺎﻧﻲاﻟﺠﺰء اﻟ  
 . ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺘﻚ
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 46
 
 .ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺘﻲ ﻻ ﺗﻘﺪر أداﺋﻲ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺟﺪي
  1  2  3 4   5
أداﺋѧѧﻲ اﻟѧѧﻮﻇﻴﻔﻲ ﻳﺘﺤﺴѧѧﻦ إذا ﻗﻤѧѧﺖ ﺑﺎﺳѧѧﺘﺨﺪام اﻷﺷѧѧﻴﺎء اﻟﺠﺪﻳѧѧﺪة  56
 .اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻬﺎ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 66
 
 .آﻠﻤﺎ ﻋﻤﻠﺖ ﺑﺠﺪ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻌﻠﻴﻤﻲ آﻠﻤﺎ أﻧﺠﺰت ﻋﻤﻠﻲ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ أﻓﻀﻞ
  1  2  3 4   5
أوﻟﺌѧﻚ  هѧﻢ اﻷﺷѧﺨﺎص اﻷآﺜѧﺮ اﺳѧﺘﺤﻘﺎﻗًﺎ ﻟﻠﻤﻜﺎﻓѧﺄة  اﻟﻐﺎﻟѧﺐ   ﻓѧﻲ  76
 .اﻟﺬي ﻳﻌﻤﻠﻮن ﺷﻴﺌًﺎ ﻳﺴﺘﺤﻘﻮن اﻟﻤﻜﺎﻓﺄة ﻋﻠﻴﻪ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 86
 
 . أﺣﺴﻦ أداﺋﻲ ﻓﺈن أﺷﻴﺎء ﺟﻴﺪة ﺗﺤﺼﻞ ﻟﻲﻣﺎﻋﻨﺪ
  1  2  3 4   5
 96
 
 .إن اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﻳﺴﺎﻋﺪﻧﻲ داﺋﻤًﺎ ﻓﻲ رﻓﻊ أداء ﻋﻤﻠﻲ
  1  2  3 4   5
 07
 
 .إن اﻷﺷﺨﺎص ﻣﻦ ﺣﻮﻟﻚ ﻳﻼﺣﻈﻮن ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺗﻌﻤﻞ ﺷﻴﺌًﺎ ﺟﻴﺪًا
  1  2  3 4   5
 آﻠﻤﺎ زاد اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ اﻟﺬي أﻃﺒﻘѧﻪ ﻓѧﻲ وﻇﻴﻔﺘѧﻲ آﻠﻤѧﺎ آѧﺎن ﻋﻤﻠѧﻲ  17
 .أﻓﻀﻞ
  1  2  3 4   5 
إن ﻋﻤﻠﻲ ﻣﺜﺎﻟﻲ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻷي ﺷѧﺨﺺ ﻳﻜﺎﻓѧﺄ ﻋﻨѧﺪﻣﺎ ﻳﻘѧﻮم ﺑﻌﻤѧﻞ  27
 .ﺷﻲء ﺟﻴﺪ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 اﻟﻄѧѧѧﺮق -ﺑﺸѧѧѧﻜﻞ ﻋѧѧѧﺎم –ﻳﻔﻀѧѧѧﻞ اﻷﺷѧѧѧﺨﺎص ﻓѧѧѧﻲ ﻣﺠﻤѧѧѧﻮﻋﺘﻲ  37
 .ﺐاﻟﻤﺘﻮﻓﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﻃﺮق ﺟﺪﻳﺪة اﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳ
  1  2  3 4   5 
ﻳﻨﺘﻘѧѧѧѧﺪ اﻟﻤﻮﻇﻔѧѧѧѧﻮن ذوو اﻟﺨﺒѧѧѧѧﺮة ﻓѧѧѧѧﻲ ﻣﺠﻤѧѧѧѧﻮﻋﺘﻲ اﻵﺧѧѧѧѧﺮﻳﻦ  47
 .ﻻﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎﻟﻬﻢ اﻟﺘﻘﻨﻴﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻘѧѧﺔ اﻟﺘѧѧﻲ  ﻣѧѧﺮﻧﻴﻦ ﻟﺘﻐﻴﻴѧѧﺮإن اﻷﺷѧѧﺨﺎص ﻓѧѧﻲ ﻣﺠﻤѧѧﻮﻋﺘﻲ  57
 .ﻳﻌﻤﻠﻮن ﺑﻬﺎ اﻷﺷﻴﺎء
  1  2  3 4   5 
ﻳﻢ اﻟﻤﺠﻬѧѧﻮد إن اﻷﺷѧѧﺨﺎص ﻓѧѧﻲ ﻣﺠﻤѧѧﻮﻋﺘﻲ ﻻ ﻳѧѧﺄﻣﻠﻮن ﻓѧѧﻲ ﺗﻘѧѧﺪ  67
 .وﻟﺘﻐﻴﻴﺮ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﺔ ﻋﻤﻞ اﻷﺷﻴﺎء
  1  2  3 4   5 
ﺗﻌѧﺎرض ﻣﺠﻤѧﻮﻋﺘﻲ ﻓѧﻲ اﻟﻌﻤѧﻞ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟѧﺔ اﻟﻄѧﺮق اﻟﺠﺪﻳѧﺪة ﻓѧﻲ  77
 .ﻋﻤﻞ اﻷﺷﻴﺎء
  1  2  3 4   5 
 
 
 
 ﻋﺎم اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ اﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ اﻷآﺜﺮ ﺗﻮاﻓﻘًﺎ ﻣﻊ ﺁراﺋﻚ أو ﺷﻌﻮرك ﻧﺤﻮ ﺣﻮل  داﺋﺮة وﺿﻊ ء ﺎأﻟﺮﺟ: ﺜﺎﻧﻲاﻟﺠﺰء اﻟ  
 . ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺘﻚ
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  ﺗﺤﺴѧﻴﻦ  ﻣﺠﻤѧﻮﻋﺘﻲ ﻓѧﻲ اﻟﻌﻤѧﻞ ﻣﻨﻔﺘﺤѧﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﻐﻴѧﺮ إذا ﻣѧﺎ اﺛﺒѧﺖ  87
 .أداﺋﻨﺎ اﻟﻮﻇﻴﻔﻲ
  1  2  3 4   5 
ﻳﺐ ﺣﻮل ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻘﻲ اﻟﺠﻴﺪ ﻟﻤﺎ أﺻﺒﺤﺖ ﻟﺪي اﻟﻤﺮﺟﻌﻴﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺘﺪر  97
  1  2  3 4   5 .ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺖ
 اﻗﺘﺮاﺣѧѧﺎت ﻟѧѧﻲ ﺣѧѧﻮل آﻴﻔﻴѧѧﺔ ﺗﺤﺴѧѧﻴﻦ -ﻋѧѧﺎدة-ﻳﻌﻄѧѧﻲ اﻟﻨѧѧﺎس  08
 .أداﺋﻲ
  1  2  3 4   5 
ﺣﺼﻠﺖ ﻋﻠѧﻰ آﺜﻴѧﺮ ﻣѧﻦ اﻟﻨﺼѧﻴﺤﺔ ﻣѧﻦ اﻵﺧѧﺮﻳﻦ ﺣѧﻮل اﻟﻘﻴѧﺎم  18
 .ﺑﻌﻤﻠﻲ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ أﻓﻀﻞ
  1  2  3 4   5 
أﻧﺎ ﻋﻠѧﻰ ﺛﻘѧﺔ ﻓѧﻲ ﻗѧﺪرﺗﻲ ﻋﻠѧﻰ اﺳѧﺘﻌﻤﺎل ﻣﻬѧﺎرات ﺟﺪﻳѧﺪة ﻓѧﻲ  28
 .اﻟﻌﻤﻞ
  1  2  3 4   5 
 38
 
ﻻ ﻳﻮﺟѧѧﺪ ﻟѧѧﺪي ﺷѧѧﻚ ﻓѧѧﻲ ﻗѧѧﺪرﺗﻲ ﻋﻠѧѧﻰ اﺳѧѧﺘﺨﺪام اﻟﻤﻬѧѧﺎرات 
 .اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻇﻴﻔﺔ
  1  2  3 4   5 
أﻧﺎ ﻣﺘﺄآﺪ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺪرﺗﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺨﻄѧﻲ اﻟﻌﻘﺒѧﺎت ﻓѧﻲ اﻟﻮﻇﻴﻔѧﺔ اﻟﺘѧﻲ  48
 .ﺗﻤﻨﻊ اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎﻟﻲ ﻟﻠﻤﻬﺎرات أو اﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﺔ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة
  1  2  3 4   5 
 ﺑﺎﺳѧѧﺘﺨﺪام ﻣѧѧﺎ ﺗﻌﻠﻤѧѧﺖ ﻓѧѧﻲ ﻓѧѧﻲ اﻟﻌﻤѧѧﻞ أﺷѧѧﻌﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﺜﻘѧѧﺔ اﻟﻜﺒﻴѧѧﺮة  58
 .اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ إﻣﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﺼﻌﻮﺑﺎت أو اﻟﻤﻮاﻗﻒ اﻟﺼﻌﺒﺔ
  1  2  3 4   5 
ﻳﺨﺒﺮﻧѧѧﻲ اﻟﻨѧѧﺎس داﺋﻤѧѧًﺎ اﻷﺷѧѧﻴﺎء اﻟﺘѧѧﻲ ﺗﺴѧѧﺎﻋﺪﻧﻲ ﻓѧѧﻲ ﺗﺤﺴѧѧﻴﻦ  68
 .أداﺋﻲ اﻟﻮﻇﻴﻔﻲ
  1  2  3 4   5 
أﻋѧѧﺮف ﻣѧѧﻦ ﻳﺴѧѧﺎﻋﺪﻧﻲ ﻋﻨѧѧﺪﻣﺎ أﺣѧѧﺎول اﻷﺷѧѧﻴﺎء اﻟﺠﺪﻳѧѧﺪة اﻟﺘѧѧﻲ  78
 .ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻬﺎ
  1  2  3 4   5    
إذا ﻣﺎ آﺎن أداﺋѧﻲ ﻟѧﻴﺲ آﻤѧﺎ ﻳﺠѧﺐ أن ﻳﻜѧﻮن ﻳﺴѧﺎﻋﺪﻧﻲ اﻟﻨѧﺎس  88
 .ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﺤﺴﻦ
  1  2  3 4   5 
أﻗﻮم ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺎت ﻣﻊ اﻟﻨﺎس ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﻨѧﺘﻈﻢ ﺣѧﻮل رﻓѧﻊ ﻣﺴѧﺘﻮى  98
  1  2  3 4   5 .أداﺋﻲ
ﺔ اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻤﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻌﻤﻞ ﺑﻬﺎ  ﻣﻦ اﻻداة ﻳﺴﺄل ﻋﻦ اﻋﺘﻘﺎداﺗﻚ ووﺟﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮك ﺣﻮل اذا ﻣﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﻮﺳﺴ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻟﻘﺴﻢ أ
 .ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اي ﻧﻮع ﻣﻦ ﻧﻈﺎم اﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ
  = 1 ﻏﻴﺮ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ = 2     ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ ﻏﻴﺮ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ     = 3   ﺻﺤﻴﺢ  رﺑﻤﺎ ﻏﻴﺮ
                                = 4      رﺑﻤﺎ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ  = 5      ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ   = 6              ﺻﺤﻴﺢ   
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 اﻟﺮﻗﻢ
 
 اﻟﻔﻘﺮة
 1 2    3   4   5 6  
ﻧﻄѧѧѧﻮر ﺣﻠѧѧѧﻮل أﻓﻀѧѧѧﻞ ﻟﻠﻤﺸѧѧѧﺎآﻞ ﻋﻨѧѧѧﺪﻣﺎ ﻧﻌﻤѧѧѧﻞ ﻣﻌѧѧѧﺎ ﻓѧѧѧﻲ  09
 .أﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺎت
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
ﻣﻬﻢ ﻟѧﺒﻌﺾ أﻟﻨѧﺎس أن ﻳﺴѧﺄﻟﻮا ﻋѧﻦ أﻟﻄﺮﻳﻘѧﻪ أﻟﻠﺘѧﻲ ﺗﻌﻤѧﻞ ﺑﻬѧﺎ  19
 .ﻳﺘﺤﺪوا أﻟﻤﻤﺎرﺳﺎت أﻟﺤﺎﻟﻴﻪ نأو أﻷﺷﻴﺎء
   
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
ﻳﺤѧѧﺪث أﻟѧѧﺘﻌﻠﻢ ﻋﻨѧѧﺪﻣﺎ ﻧﻘﺒѧѧﻞ أﻧѧѧﻪ ﻷ ﻳﻤﻜѧѧﻦ ﻟﺸѧѧﺨﺺ واﺣѧѧﺪ أن   29
 .ﻳﻌﺮف آﻞ أﻷﺟﺎﺑﺎت
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
 39
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6  .ﻮن ﻓﻲ أﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞﻳﻤﻜﻦ أن ﻧﺘﻨﺒﺄ أﻳﻦ ﺳﻨﻜ 
 ﺗﺠﻌﻠﻪ أﺳﺎﺳﻲ ﻟﻠﻌﻤﻞ وأﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ ﻣﻊ أﻟﻨﺎس  ﻟﻴﻮم أ ﻟﻌﻤﻞ  أﺑﻴﻌﺔط 49
  .ﻓﻲ أﻷﺟﺰاء أﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﻪ ﻣﻦ أﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﻪ
  
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
ﻟﻨﻜﻮن ﻧﺎﺟﺤﻴﻦ ﻧﺤﺘﺎج ﻷﺳﺘﻐﻸل أﻟﻔﺮص وﻣﺤﺎوﻟѧﺔ أﻷﺷѧﻴﺎء   59
 .ﺎﺛﺮةأﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ﻃﺎﻟﻤﺎ ﻣﻮﻗﻊ أﻟﻌﻤﻞ وأﻟﺴﻸﻣﺔ أﻟﺸﺨﺼﻴﻪ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺘ
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
 69
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6  .ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ أﻟﻤﺪة أﻟﻄﻮﻳﻠﺔ ﺑﻤﺜﻞ أهﻤﻴﺔ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ أﻟﻤﺪﻩ أﻟﻘﺼﻴﺮﻩ 
ﻳﻦ ﺬاﻧѧѧﻪ ﻣﻬѧѧﻢ أن ﻧѧѧﺘﻌﻠﻢ ﻣѧѧﻦ أﻷﺧﻄѧѧﺎء وان ﻷ ﻧﻠѧѧﻮم أﻟﻨѧѧﺎس أﻟѧѧ   79
 . ﻳﻌﻤﻠﻮﻧﻬﻢ
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
 89
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6     .ﺟﻴﺪ أن ﺗﻜﻮن ﻣﻔﻜﺮا ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻸ هﻨﺎ ﻧﻪا 
ﻳﺜﻖ اﻟﻨﺎس ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﻀѧﻬﻢ اﻟѧﺒﻌﺾ هﻨѧﺎ ﺑﺪرﺟѧﻪ آﺎﻓﻴѧﻪ ﻟﻴﻜﻮﻧѧﻮا    99
 . اﻣﻴﻨﻴﻦ ﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﻌﺘﻘﺪوا
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
 أﻓﻀﻞ أﻷﻓﻜѧﺎر ﺑﺼѧﺮف اﻟﻨﻈѧﺮ ﻋѧﻦ ﻳﺠﺎد ا هﻮ  ﺷﻲءهﻢ   أ  001
 . اﻟﻤﺼﺪر
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
 ﻳﻔﻌﻠﻮن ﻣﺎ هﻮ اﻷﻓﻀﻞ ﻟﻠﻤﻨﻈﻤѧﻪ ﺣﺘѧﻰ ﻟѧﻮ آѧﺎن  هﻨﺎ ﻟﻨﺎسا   101
 . ﻟﻮﺣﺪﺗﻬﻢﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺐ  
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
 .ﻳﺠﺐ ان ﻳﻜﻮن ﻟﺪى اﻟﺠﻤﻴﻊ ﺗﻔﺎهﻢ ﻣﺸﺘﺮك ﻷهﺪاف اﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﻪ 201
 1 2    3   4   5 6   
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 1 2    3   4   5 6     . ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺗﻌﺘﺒﺮ ﺷﻰء اﺳﺎﺳﻲﻟﻤﺮوﻧﻪا
ﺔ اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻤﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻌﻤﻞ ﺑﻬﺎ  ﻣﻦ اﻻداة ﻳﺴﺄل ﻋﻦ اﻋﺘﻘﺎداﺗﻚ ووﺟﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮك ﺣﻮل اذا ﻣﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﻮﺳﺴ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻟﻘﺴﻢ أ
 .ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اي ﻧﻮع ﻣﻦ ﻧﻈﺎم اﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ
  = 1 ﻏﻴﺮ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ = 2     ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ ﻏﻴﺮ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ     = 3   ﺻﺤﻴﺢ  رﺑﻤﺎ ﻏﻴﺮ
                                = 4      رﺑﻤﺎ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ  = 5      ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ   = 6              ﺻﺤﻴﺢ   
      
  
 
002 
 
 
 اﻟﺮﻗﻢ
 
 اﻟﻔﻘﺮة
 1 2    3   4   5 6  
ﻣѧѧﻦ اﻷﻓﻜѧѧﺎر ﺧѧѧﺪﻣﺎت ﺟѧѧﺎءت /ﻳﻤﻜѧѧﻦ ان ﻧﺸѧѧﻴﺮ اﻟѧѧﻰ ﻣﻨﺘﺠѧѧﺎت  401
 .اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ﺧﻼل اﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﺔ
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
ﻨﺎ ﺑﺎﺳѧѧﺘﻤﺮار اﻟﺒﺤѧѧﺚ ﻋѧѧﻦ ﺧѧѧﺪﻣﺎﺗ/ﻟﻘѧѧﺪ ﺣﺴѧѧﻨﺎ ﺟѧѧﻮدة ﻣﻨﺘﺠﺎﺗﻨѧѧﺎ   501
  .اﻟﻄﺮق اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة واﻷﻓﻀﻞ ﻟﻌﻤﻞ اﻷﺷﻴﺎء
  
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
ﻟﻘѧﺪ ﺗﺒﻨﻴﻨѧﺎ اﻷﻓﻜѧﺎر اﻟﺠﺪﻳѧﺪة ﻣѧﻦ ﺧѧﺎرج اﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤѧﺔ ﻟﻨﻜѧﻮن اآﺜѧﺮ   601
 .ﺗﻨﺎﻓﺴﻴﺔ
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
ﻧﺤﻦ ﺟﻴﺪون ﻓﻲ اﺳﺘﺨﺪام ﻓﻜﺮة ﻏﺮﻳﺒﺔ ﻷﺷѧﻌﺎل اﻓﻜﺎرﻧѧﺎ ﻋﻠѧﻰ   701
 .آﻴﻔﻴﺔ اﻟﺒﻘﺎء ﻣﻨﺎﻓﺴﻴﻦ
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
ﻧﺤѧѧѧﻦ ﻗѧѧѧﺎدرون ﻋﻠѧѧѧﻰ اﻷﺳѧѧѧﺘﺠﺎﺑﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﻐﻴѧѧѧﺮات ﻓѧѧѧﻲ اﺣﺘﻴﺎﺟѧѧѧﺎت   801
 .ﻣﻨﺘﺠﺎت ﺟﺪﻳﺪة اﺳﺮع اﻟﻴﻮم/اﻟﻌﻤﻸء ﻟﺨﺪﻣﺎت
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
ﻔﻜѧﺮ ﺑﻄѧﺮق ﺟﺪﻳѧﺪة ﻟﺘﺤﺴѧﻴﻦ ﻧﺤﻦ ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺔ ﻣﺜﺎﻟﻴѧﺔ ﻷﻧﻨѧﺎ داﺋﻤѧﺎ ﻧ   901
 .ﻣﻤﺎرﺳﺎت اﻟﻌﻤﻞ
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
اﻷﻓﻜﺎر اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة واﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻧﺮاهﺎ آﻔﺮص ﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ ﻃѧﺮق اﻓﻀѧﻞ   011
 .ﻟﻌﻤﻞ اﻷﺷﻴﺎء
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
ﻗﺪرﺗﻨﺎ ﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺪ اﻷﻓﻜѧﺎر اﻟﺠﺪﻳѧﺪة ﺑﻨﺠѧﺎح هѧﻲ اﻟﻤﻔﺘѧﺎح اﻟѧﻰ ﻗﻮﺗﻨѧﺎ   111
 .ﻓﻲ اﺳﻮاﻗﻨﺎ
 
 1 2    3   4   5 6 
ﺧѧѧﺪﻣﺎت ﻣѧѧﻦ /ﺤѧﻦ ﻟѧѧﻢ ﻧﻜѧѧﻦ ﻗѧﺎدرﻳﻦ ﻋﻠѧѧﻰ ان ﻧﻄѧѧﻮر ﻣﻨﺘﺠѧﺎت ﻧ 211
 1 2    3   4   5 6   .اﻷﺷﻴﺎء اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة اﻟﺘﻰ ﻗﺪ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﻨﺎهﺎ
ﺔ اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻤﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻌﻤﻞ ﺑﻬﺎ  ﻣﻦ اﻻداة ﻳﺴﺄل ﻋﻦ اﻋﺘﻘﺎداﺗﻚ ووﺟﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮك ﺣﻮل اذا ﻣﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﻮﺳﺴ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻟﻘﺴﻢ أ
 .ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اي ﻧﻮع ﻣﻦ ﻧﻈﺎم اﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ
  = 1 ﻏﻴﺮ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ = 2     ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ ﻏﻴﺮ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ     = 3   ﺻﺤﻴﺢ  رﺑﻤﺎ ﻏﻴﺮ
                                = 4      رﺑﻤﺎ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ  = 5      ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ   = 6              ﺻﺤﻴﺢ   
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 ﻧﺜﻰأ--------      ---- ذآﺮ                :ﻣﺎ هﻮ ﺟﻨﺴﻚ -1
  ﻣﺎ هﻮ ﻋﻤﺮك اﻟﺤﺎﻟﻲ؟ -2
 ﺳﻨﺔ 12 اﻗﻞ ﻣﻦ ---
   ﺳﻨﺔ92-12 ---
  ﺳﻨﺔ93-03 ---
  ﺳﻨﺔ44-04 ---
  ﺳﻨﺔ واآﺜﺮ 54 ---
 ؟ ﻣﺎ هﻮ ﻣﺴﺘﻮاك اﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﻤﻲ -3
  اﻗﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺴﺘﻮى اﻟﻤﺪرس اﻟﻌﻠﻴﺎ----
   ﺧﺮﻳﺞ ﻣﺪرﺳﺔ ﻋﻠﻴﺎ----
   ﺷﻬﺎدة اﻟﺒﻜﺎﻟﻮرﻳﻮس----
   ﺷﻬﺎدة اﻟﻤﺎﺟﺴﺘﻴﺮ----
   ﺷﻬﺎدة اﻟﺪآﺘﻮراة----
  ------------------------------(ارﺟﻮ ﺗﺤﺪﻳﺪهﺎ)   ﻣﺆهﻼت اﺧﺮى ----
    -------------------؟اﻟﺤﺎﻟﻴﺔﻣﺎ هﻮ ﻣﺠﻤﻞ ﺳﻨﻮات ﺧﺒﺮﺗﻚ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﺔ او اﻟﻤﺆﺳﺴﺔ  -4
 ﻣﺎ هﻮ هﻲ ﻧﻮﻋﻴﺔ اﻟﺒﺮاﻣﺞ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﻀﺮت؟ -5
 ------------------------------------------------
 هﻞ آﺎن اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ اﻟﺬي ﺣﻀﺮت واﻟﺬي ﺗﻤﺖ اﺟﺎﺑﺘﻚ ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻻداة ﺑﻨﺎءًا ﻋﻠﻴﻪ؟  -6
                          اﺟﺒﺎري ---                                              ﺗﻄﻮﻋﻲ--- 
 202
 
APPENDIX F 
BEGINNING AND ENDING COMMUNALIITES FOR ITEMS OF 
THE TRAINING-SPECIFIC SECTION, TRAINING-IN-GENERAL 
SECTION, AND ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING SECTION 
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Training-Specific Section  
Item Beginning Communalities  Ending Communalities  
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
.46 
.43 
.47 
.46 
.43 
.68 
.71 
.74 
.50 
.44 
.38 
.32 
.45 
.47 
.44 
.50 
.40 
.50 
.24 
.34 
.53 
.42 
.51 
.48 
.29 
.24 
.38 
.61 
.66 
.64 
.54 
.58 
.58 
.61 
.64 
.66 
.49 
.56 
.54 
.60 
.42 
.56 
.40 
.40 
.45 
.49 
.43 
.70 
.74 
.79 
.49 
.44 
.54 
.30 
.52 
.41 
.36 
.39 
.32 
.41 
.15 
.35 
.58 
.35 
.47 
.41 
.20 
.18 
.36 
.56 
.68 
.66 
.48 
.52 
.55 
.51 
.53 
.67 
.47 
.57 
.52 
.61 
.28 
.53 
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43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
.51 
.41 
.52 
.36 
.50 
.49 
.50 
.54 
.67 
.62 
.61 
.55 
.58 
.47 
.52 
.54 
.54 
.49 
.48 
.36 
.53 
.49 
.35 
.48 
.25 
.47 
.47 
.43 
.44 
.62 
.64 
.60 
.54 
.55 
.44 
.44 
.49 
.53 
.43 
.53 
.23 
.58 
 
Training-in-General Section 
Item Beginning Communalities  Ending Communalities  
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
.13 
.46 
.50 
.62 
.64 
.51 
.47 
.49 
.55 
.14 
.21 
.16 
.23 
.16 
.15 
.35 
.59 
.53 
.43 
.09 
.48 
.46 
.72 
.72 
.52 
.41 
.49 
.58 
.13 
.28 
.15 
.35 
.20 
.12 
.25 
.60 
.51 
.44 
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83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
.49 
.49 
.46 
.49 
.42 
.42 
.43 
.60 
.52 
.46 
.54 
.38 
.31 
.41 
 
Organizational Learning Section 
Item Beginning Communalities  Ending Communalities  
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
.21 
.27 
.22 
.32 
.35 
.46 
.54 
.53 
.43 
.62 
.68 
.59 
.58 
.49 
.43 
.46 
.34 
.47 
.52 
.53 
.52 
.48 
.20 
.35 
.28 
.32 
.42 
.51 
.66 
.64 
.49 
.64 
.77 
.64 
.54 
.45 
.49 
.45 
.32 
.54 
.55 
.54 
.60 
.62 
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APPENDIX G 
 LETTER OF PERMISSION 
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LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
School of Human Resource Education & Workforce Development  
Human Resource & Leadership Development Program 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803-5477 
 
 
 
January 29, 2003 
 
Samer Khasawneh 
School of Human Resource Education and Workforce Development 
Louisiana State University 
 
Samer: 
 
The purpose of this letter is to formally grant you permission to use the Learning Transfer 
Systems Inventory (LTSI) for the purpose of data collection for your doctoral dissertation. 
 
Good luck! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Dr. Reid Bates 
Associate Professor 
Louisiana State University 
School of Human Resource Education and Workforce Development 
Human Resource and Leadership Development Program 
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